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ABSTPACT
The purpose of the study was to investigate the

relationships between personality and motivrtional variables and
music teaching success criteria. The success criteria investigated
were class mean residual gain scores of pupils'and teacher ratings by
pupils, building principals, supervisors, peers, and teachers
themselves. The problems considered in the study were the
relationships among the success criteria; the relationships and
in+Prrelationships of the personality variables and motivational
variables; personality profiles for successful and unsuccessful male
and female music educators; and the implications of tle use of
personality measures for counseling and advising unde±lraduate music
education students.'The subjects of the study were 209 music
elmcafors and 73 music student teachers. The report of the study
incluies chapters stating the problem; surveying the related
li*erature; describing procedures and analysis of data; summarizing
4-he findings, which strongly related personality and motivational
factors to music teaching success; and making recommendations. A

bibliography and various appendixes of participating school
'districts, correspondence, and forms used in the study complete the
rnport (JH)
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ABSTRACT

LLe purpo:;0 0) the siudy was to investigate the relationship between

per:on-41;A' and motivational variables and music Leaching success. Si x criteria

were selycted for OvestizAtion: 1. class mean residual gain scores of pupils

(G) , 2. teacher ratitpby pupils, 3. teacher ratings by principals, 4. Leacher

ratifa:'s by superv4rs, 5. teacher ratings by peers, and b. teacher self ratings.

The 5 ratin.;:; were factor analyzed from which the first principal

om?oent. war. used to :1.11.!i:I1.V a sing le factor rating score (R) for each of the

209 music educatc.rFand /3 music student teachers. Four criterion variables were

constract:yd; (G), ratin._; (0, ';a in plus rat in :; (01-10, and gain minus

(G-R).

l:hni;le co: ro;.:iion and discriminant function analyses iniestigated the

r;hitica,tL relat ionships beyond the .05 level were found and

v.jidaLed I he root ivat ional variables Livatiered by the Motivation

A;111v.: and the C and G Criteria. The relationships between the

variahies were . :1;' 11) Leant but did not cross

profile (Eficrence:: beyond Lhe .05 level

,;rov.ps el ! Zilld ei.i.11( nu je educators

iL... t i.l :;nd ElotivaLieial for 1)01.1i

l; . L. .
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CHAPTER I

THE STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

.orovi:;: oiucaLion profession has ion!! 'oeen a concern of educators,

pare:It., and students. Numerous approaches and theories have

by concerned nersons for changing the ways in which learning

Crucial to any educational endeavor is Inc teacher

proiesion and role in Pfe affect hi!, behavior

k..ne i ;.it.te,! to do and to secure an eoportunity
LO iappinvss. ;:oLhin:,, is moru Lra!;ic than

o:lef! Lrue Irlsiness in life, or to find that
cr 1:cen f.orced by circumstance:; into aa uncoa-

l'Ao:303).

vdryin.% det:roes of success. aue are unhappy, frus-

%;H;le others t:Irive on ;ht. satisfactiorn; received from

Pen:onality and lotivatio;tal characteri!,Lies

:acto in dycidim; wheLacr .)re ,00scs Lochirg for a

. *- 1::;0;11, f;:u. ion , and ;:ticek.::-;!; in ot.hvr professions or

di the case ro:;1 inct ty ki iqcns:;iw., the

Lo t IR Icc I ti. 1 dcvt.lop:A.Hi c; "IL

,. ,.! :re yi:et.her 11 :-;pcnd thc fort to Leach

1 01 pr.pi 01 I i re I y Li rot11

: . : (Auf-11... ,c1 1 .1t.rellcr.Yz in t.1cijfl
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aU¼. jo!) satiqf,Iction may be related to Leacher personality

T'ne ':e.w.ak1:1 of A'..: Lean public education requires, and ind.oed
it net be possible without, fundamental chanAes in .the

Ot -- without, in a sense, the creation of
: +.:C of 1..2.c:1:er-educator, educated to sell sointiny and
to -ertous obeut purpose (Silberman 1970:174).

is call for .1 new breed of teacher implies that new procedures arc

iden:iivin ofteeLive ti,,chers as well as for troinin prospective

h.o- !Noon r,co:.,nized by the tInsic Educto:s Natioani. (;onfercuce

in !im:hlihtinr; the results of various task forces .

tyne of tencher edn:.ation in music is needed in order to
"t.usL. eshteatort; who are competent, flexible, cur ious

Prepared to s.irvive and flourish in a world OL change"
. . different kind of preparation is needed

o A controversy about educational evaln:Ition and teacher

Pro;;r.ls have been of:ered and evaluation mode ls derived

:23::), :;:!tion:11 .\:e forr..-,:ltive and sul:Imntive -- process and

t'e::Do:Isiv, models, and a plethora o. techniques for

pupils' learnins. ous workshops, clinics,

evAln:tion lesslons and nary is titre a Pro:. essioual meeting

;.1.,P,,r: 110i Ln so;.1L eOnteXt. h1jut t accOunta-

tor aehievin;; and ovalux..in,,, pupil and teacher success.

j---- t.!: Leacher accountallitv dilei.ln:a be

1::cre:Isirly on Pupil perfor mance as a !:leAsur of
however. would he ea:;y lo

(s. 1,irn1.y, th at indivich;a1 chldr-n
hat .11,:y learn thiu.y: at dit!erent raLos,

learns aL a dif!'eretA. iate at
::::-. t , rily t ore, ;:te 1.a;1(1.,(111(.. (!i. font 10 i.:.:prove

,!;1(;SCi1001 L,/..nt!-:!.;
a1 ..! so)hi!,!i-,tod nriere

:)1r1or:, nt-Hciple C,...nied

: con .ra nvthin, it 1 th:ii: t 1") tit' chi.1drc:1 (CA: .

1:1

:):-- ; rat. i a;v.I in. ', t nist .1ppe11



i % . 1 1 . l ; I Pti !IC t oday

:cy venl-er of :,,rdvity or !lin of LI:e educational

,:re satellites O. thit. nun and !:tvdyrviwr:;

All 'ilk. or educnrion exittt for ;ust one
. . in pup 1::.

of t.::e:!o paraphernalia can be measured in just
one w,lv, y r.nn desirable ehatwes the,/ make

,Yqy :11,st ..is ior selectin and pro.iotin,%

is '1:0 in pupils.

ary present :.1.10C Lt:41.1 and proiiot pr r1ar 1 y on
.e attriht.:te::, such as intellience, per:tonality,

appeara.1,2e, in penrlanship, and the like.

, 2:te Led jtvz wnaL causal relat ionship,
sc.:iL i.on 01 tlieSe attrihnlef. and

in pupil!' . . .

1..

-ea:nIrcment. itself is fair only when uu me:'sure
chan-v produced in pnpil. i)y ;jven

The :::.:1,1!:rt-lent of chanoe requires hoth and

:ensury::tonf. is fair only CI wt' :Al..; sti amount
n ! in a !t andard L i mu I his ruqui ret:ier.t c a11

:0,1:.urezault is flir only when we measure the
cu,In in !tandard pupils, th Aceo:nplisk:Ak-nt Quotient

nHn . because this is a device .i.or

t-t nt,o:t!. no 'hat ihto

iyntifiy 1.--aserement is fair only when the mea!atre:wnt is
cc,i!:n1,:teness would require a mv:P:hr.':uht_ of

e:i:1,:ren':; purposes as well a:: tneir abilities.
,.-:.n!ete.tes S is, of course, impossUole, aud Is in fact

!.et:luse a chance sa;:tpliwn 01 the ,:hans,es

euen.li and ,uri ly bucausu Luac!,u r: i 1

r chan 5;av , rem! proh.!!)1T per
t t r in- des tt-:

1:" ::e: t 1 P2:22:15(i-132),

are forTes o7)erat in (:n !:-hooL: an,t :-any special

al.out eHects, ru!:t hi! s,condary

i 11` ; 1 s.. ah.l c't1 t-

3

will ')e alluited?



all ahomt. 0el 400.i,

.;11(!.., wit ;1 the relation:,hiv Ott porotidlity and

I l%. 2314. l I SLICCOSr.. Reconition was FAad(' of the

4

1vhavioral diNwnsimp. :Ialtivariale in naturu

v con;:only louhd vari.oLo. udwational.

1!, :1

ill IL:. !;L'Idv waq LO 1:1,3 5,t.Wvoti

variahler a:1d

cque:'LionS provided 2artial aw.wcr:, t..) hit proHlem:

H'y omon.,;; teacht:r accountability criLoria

. r''! ;'...,iI. se orcs i .;

z pc.,) i

hy

1,y ,a:pervir,or,...

r:11 hv pi (31.;

t r ! 1..t3 t ;Ind tilt t.31-rt. i.pf ut. plq licy

11%."1 Perr.011.1litV Facto:- T:(.!-;:io:w...irc.

.): 1,( Mu,' VO.: A;:,1 1 %." t

:. 1... i'. h.:

.1 1 4 1. 1.'1'



Per,.onalicy and Ability Tetin.,; (iPAT).

5

2. Only upper vlelontary and Secondary school music teachers and senior

ur! :.-- 1..duc;. I ion studwIts were in this study.

Pupil was limited to the music educttion behavioral objec-

H....,.. :-,..1;:red 5y selected subtexts from the Music ievoment Test I-IV by

.ic:!rki J. Colwell and published by Follett Ed.!cational Corporation.

ealuati6ns were limiLed to those behaviors measured by the

Tiher Evaluation Ittostionnaire (ITEQ) by Richard Spencer and published

1,. the Office of Instructional Services, University of Illinois.

As::rprions

The eearcer made tile tollowinr. asstmplions with re:;ard to this

1. Parcicinatin 1.111:;ic educators and music student teachers were teach-

teaHlin.', at the level and speciality most conducive for

iv teachih success.

:':j le atul female music educators tenchin..; in different sections of

had equal potential for achieving music teaching success.

Di:ferenez, aon schools and pupils due to oraninaic, experiential,

v... lee could be statistically treated in order that partici-

,..0.1:c.,tor!- in widely varying music ceaehinf; situations could be

" cr,!er,.d in to :icltinu success accordin LO the criteria.

. ,'

ided i a tO IWO rain : sit: tor and: . : A total of 290 mils Le t'c!ucaLors, 7,Irticip;tt ed of whom 209

Analy...;es. These educators Were located In lh states

in Lhe United Sillt.s! tl 1)::ri0

`tt:!c!It LeaClIeri iiicltu .d 1 ) senior il.usic educatIon majors attending



ta-;:itetions: Univerity of Illinois, Eastern 1111aois

'Adestorn 1.11inois University,.Illinois State University, Millikin

Ell-lurst College, and Oklahoma City University. All data were

...rom the educator sample during the 1411-72 school year as well

0!. student Leachers. The Oklahom. City University music

student teachers comprise those students who student taught. during the fall

Lh.wsL,:, 1972-73 school year.

music educator sahiple was selected from LAIH.c educators at tending,

'inservice cla:3ses at the aforementioned universities during the

terns of 19/1. In addition, personal friends and acquain-

tae,.'S t the investivator tnroughout the United States and Puerto Rico were

to participate in this study.

aclminist.rators in 43 large school dist.riet.,1 in the United States

rc:...eive! RulicHn of the Council for Research 01,-Music Education were

eoned reqite:.tin their cooperation in obtaining participating music educa-

tors ,:ho wore paid a $15.0n gratuity. Meetings were held at each of the

.:nLver::ities and in the large school districts inviting both the music educators

;n:nt te.:ci.ers to participate in this study. Because of the nature

haiity -each participant had an opportunity to decline to

pir:.ici.pate tter t..:e initial meeting and to drop out throb hout the data

tilectins provided for the r,athering of data,

an :-werin! quest Ions concernimi the study.

The t pore otteri :n the monetary ratuiLy Lo a certain portion of

. pa:ticHpatih edAcators was an atLem?L to ol)rain 51.1hicls teachito;

,u school and to attract Le(icht.r!.

' t. cach itu', e..nuriethce, and h 1.hree Ufrge school

ihrluenee of th..ir music admiuitratoc cooperated lully

: All late` cners in !tie di,irt(.1.!; participated.



In ordec t, t!.k. sinificance of regression equations, it is

1.1',017 LO docived from one sample of subjects on another

lie ::a-?It' of L..tjeett.. Therefore, 20 percelt of the music educators served

validatin;; !.he e.y-t-;sion equations. Furthermore, the main purpose

of :!nt-:ic student ta:10.: !;.mpl.was for cross validation. If the equations

could rosq vnlidated 01 prospective teachers, the significance of advising

and underad.:...tte tAnsic education students would be accentuated. The

::ocus of tHis %;:r ):1 the music educators because before one can

:Irediet: 1:1L1 C LciL '1; !illeCCSS, lie mist tir!;L define music teaching

and investiyInto re!ationships of the personality and motivational

'.1ria:JcS 10 :ntIF!Ic te,:tktiv"..t success criteria.

1/4)1' 1:

Ed.!(.:,Lor is a person who i in tAlv ;111 ddic 50 percent of

:;:ocoss criLeLia.

- tho collesw or university representative who

(":per...1:.,..,s the t_CaLt1,(2 r

r the !;chool di,;trict. suporvisor of as student

r .1 ..nsician receivos pri;ary inco:lo by

t)1 t he MUS iC Ldt1Cat or and nay telleh any

t.pecialitv in 'cOool.

." i 1011 rC t .1 t)t-r. ot)
I

i nter -rt, drives,

It .(-!, .-d provide the topetus for behavior.

:',0Mer.:hat C11.11Weah 1 e due t. o 0 !Iv i ronoent al and

1r :;table than to;Teramonts.

: r., t '1't i 1 t !),I:411. pot ! lily

st:t at, .111:.ict.y, pdranoiA, adjustment,



i!ttellienee, and so forth. Thee traits will not, under

,!ictr!.;cances, chaus,o drastically from collce throughout life.

P,nil Gain reiers to the amount of gain made by pupils on a music

test. and is arrived at by subtracting the pretest score from the

:core.

, .

Evalearion refer to subjective jud,;ments of teachers made by

ner!.ons who know t:m.-.! well.

Gaim refers Co the amount of gain made hOlupils on a music

a:liee..-...ent test and is determined by subtract in the raw gain score from the

predicted gain score. Th s is a deviation or residual gain score.

isic Educator i5 a person who is in the upper 25 percent

of t:me saple according Lo mile success c-iteria.

Uesuc,.eqs:.el ...:sic Educator is a' person who in the lower .Z5 percent

oi e sa7.1ble according to.' tilt: success criteria.

NeH THe

Many studies have investigated variables relatiLw to potential success

: oll, ,,e t iie ,:ee cll. ese hie SS . The ability to matriculate, however,

dot: .:1Jr:intee t]l,tt the ,-adeating senior will beconle an ffective teacher

im :eite predictor is there than to use previous achievement

.1: An o: poLential achievement and success? One of the best predictors

po!_calial .2ce:;s in college is the hL;ii school LenCilu rank; yet,

n.e!h.1,1 c:rrehtiv available for rankin preteaehing success in order

:1r% 90'vt1:1.:1 11.'NC;1111:. tcc. ss. FOr LiliS reason, success in college as

aver,igt i!; not very useful for estimating potential

!.chools.

!er ..:lt. C.Ifty the prohl:11 :.eleelHom im teaching:
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;:election pvacticcs for prospective music Leachers are
Nost are concerned primarily with the musicality of
. . . 1::easure has been developed which will

.1..coun for thy non-mW4ical variables which confront the
:ea:er in the clasroola and for which he must be educated
Oci:hoider and Cady 19.6:281).

0.:c cannot ynlision a si1;;1e.measuro or evaluative device which will

predict: !..otontial classroom success. Personality and motivational

!:lay aCCOUOL for a great deal of teacher ef fectiveness variance (Cattell

.0.!.1.'hit.Vynonl variables appear to affect teacher decisions to

nro:tion or to quit. "The major causes for music teacher

hc!wver, are personality weakness, emotional instability, and

(-ich:icider and Cady 19o5:280) .

!.:urveyed school administrators awl music teachers finding, the

-1.i ic toac;:er ....a..hcssos (in rank order): discipline, teaching, skill,

c;)cper.ttion, t-.of.:ional stability, tactfulness, academic knowledge,

.cohdu::. in enthusias:11, disposition, perlormi, ability, basic

seuz:itivity, personal appearance, culture, morals, and

:: H:).3). The emphasis waf on personality and motivational

c000cration, sLability, tactfulnes!,, enthusiasm,

..),.c,;0:131. appearance. "Perhaps; the :.10;t inportant and promising

.-; 0: Lhl conclusion that 1.;:isic te;:cners havy no prevailing

those-of teachers in other ;ields" (Brown 1955).

lack of musicil trainin,; and mw;ical ability were not

: Leacier Assescin; the oaini0w; of nlusic

ditrict suocrinLends, he tand lilt' followirw,

Lt a:Hier

Personality

i.: -1

. persoual contru:

. coo:1,.vation

. u. 1,!L(..!(.!;:- t:.ac :n,



1.0

pelo.00alitv" may ht. somowhat elosive in-meaning, these

- ,000:es to:' ;.ekito directly to personality and motivational dimensions.

!,etweon Li two sur veys are intorestino. Both found personality

!o h I. I 10 !::usic teaching success in the opioions of that: in

!!oporvi!:or:;, music toachers, and scnool administrators.

"Coop,o.ation" ti I "Im..rest." are factors refleetino a person's personality

,trio:11;ro.

larr ono dedientod his lifc to research defining successful teacher

ttotito: lrrived ot to.e :ollowino list of 17 types oi comses for failure among

LvaceS:

r Luc: co. control over the technique of teachino
a:itlity to maintain order and discipline

ot master of subloct matter
Lack of iorellLence
La,..% of or t_

La,21: of io it ia t LVc

ty

lolck of ecy.uon :vnse

Lack of phyical ahility
O. look ol ::tandarck of teaching efficiency

.1 to carry on
ol ,:ioleties!- co purpose

o: sv:....patiwti.. understanding of pupils

o: 5.o.k.;round

01 ;:.:111.d:'y of what pupils can do

per:onolity
I. Lnc;-.. o! :nards (Barr 1936:359-.0)1).

01 recArch t:10 list:; of why te,oers fail are similar

a:relr . l.t it id around personality anJ motivational variables. While

.:iv 5e no differen:. from thOse 01. Icncncrs in other

L t ! :c u !n is on:d liv and mot t i W) En n subgroups

t%! :;!t. :iiporvisors of Music

A' d'.(1 ned,..d for :a.o.ce!;s:ni mosic teaching

11: :

f''.( It(' 1)0:!.(;i Op; nor I t)1".:1(inc
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-L He C.ovelop!.lent of teacher competencies should result irom

the total pro!;var. of tine tva,:her training institution. The demon-
str;:tlqn of L:1;'t: competencies, rather than the passing of a

course, should be the deciding factor in certification. This

that proficiency tests, practical applications of lii.storical,
theoretical, and :CylisLic techniques, and advanced standing
procedures should he employed, that, screening procedures for
admLssion to t.:1 pror.rau be enforced, and that an adequate means
or final assessment should be developed and implemented (National

Ccuncil of State Supervisors of Music 1972:9).

The supervisor:, recognize that not only ace music competencies required

')ut CI:at personal and professional competencies ore apposite to engendering

oI.IcaUors better able to meet the diverse needs of today's teaching

sinza..ions. While 1".0St. Of these suggestions have been based upon empirical

ovtdenee, Lneso personal qualities are of interest for research investigations.

it':; Lc educators must: (1) inspire others, (2) continue to learn

in -..heir oyn and in other fields . . . (3) relate to individuals

tc ,-zociet.y . . . ( ,) relate to other disciplines and arts

ido:Itifv, and evaluate new ideas . . . (6) use their

LI.n:nat!on . . . (i) understand the role of a teacher . . .

: :o::' le, the ei.,1-satisfoction of the music student in college
thron-h performance, while that of a music educator

wi:. e. lilhetl lar;%elv from creatiw; opportunitien 1.01" SiUderit!;1

;:c11 expression C4ENC 1972:48).

tea

:phasi;:ed are tne personal qualities of leadership, attitudes of

.erosi:y, e:Ipntnetic feelings:, positive attitnees toward music

s:11,.?ntific inquiry which includes the ability to

e:,?erv-:Ital, and exploratory developments in l'usical composition,

and aid!;, and sound generating devices; creative ability

and learnim prolems, a!al crealivity in relationships

While onc- 1:ay wonder %;,.!rt- to seeL :alch an

,
to acknowledge zhat the Nusie 1.ducators

C.on:-rynye :n recent publications has emohasizd the need for going

---:cci 7rr:nJatiou of potential teackep; c!ad to look at the total

,..;c11 qual i i Lo

1Le abilitv to T)rrdict
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:" L.:( !lc ',1:0.(lUil1L.(1 insL ilia ion:: of" .1i .,,her learning

1:! .achin positions in the schools under current niring

c5. In tor Lice' 19;1-12 school ear, there were approximately

:lore cleali:ipd :raduates than vacant tuvullin positions. Charters states

.0 the University of Illinois' ',..raduates in die

prora:1 in all subject matter areas:

ha-d el!. University of Illinois ;..raduates over a
yenr Derio that 40 percent of those qualified to

never Like public school jobs. One' halt of those
Leacin,; profession drop out after two years of

Only 150 or every 1,000 graduates qualified to
dr t i 11 '_enchint; after. five years of experience.

0!lly of the oriinal 1,000 graduates are teaching during
tent i year in the teaching profession (Charters 1056:253).

hat s'I:osted that most of thce;e tuochers drop out for reasons

:Htl.lre. It :.a. :c hotter for all concerned to have some assessments at .

to (Turin.; :h teacher lraihin program which may show

or :ctess .

eThcation, the Ligures are bolter. A: the elementary levels

of olmentary music education student! completing their

Sy's)tyl:.1,v r 1, 1910, and August 1, 1971, were employed in their

: L: :s? Thir marks the highest percentages in any

:cid. A: Inc secondary school level, percent of the

-:A;or:4 :It.ered the teaching profession. In comparison to

e.:r::er year , ftn- emolovment of elementary and secom!ary music

. D.:ring the pe,:k yea:. ot i:+.5 percent of

:L!. en Iv red cl;i:2!:rctx--,!- ti 1 .ie1y alter t

:ryc. rats declined :,tea-!iiv. rea:;on:-.

ere'

',hat:, Lakin: into con :i,ler.itiiin both graduates

1o:' thy L I r!it t in And it) a C t iJC

Dcr.,).: Oi at! idequhte ul ...c.1C::r!, in imisic, art,
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art;:, lorei.);a lanuages, home economics, social studies, and

re.:u1ar elen'eatar education will be available. These data arc based on

present staifin,; practices and do not reflect the demand projected ii schools

we.:e to !..tiniEl= standard of quality, reduce overcrowded classes, replace

su:istandard qualifications, and ofter special instructional

re:,,ench reveals over 1,800 cases where elementary level programs

ACC., farel.n lanuai;e, home economics, remedial reading, physical

hca1t!! education, industrial arts, and science were discontinued for

reason::; .1:1j, at the secondary level, more than 1,300 school systems

their o:frin in aAriculture, art, driver education, foreign

1,1::'.'.:a e'. nor:e econoics, industrial arts, music, reading, and/or vocational

v:kincators Journal, May 1973:68 /0).

he per:.oullit-v characteristics of men and women music educator:; are

Prev:c:, it:vestiations hove correlated personality variables to

c1.1:eria aad have found :::e 1;:elor si..,nificantly related.

::.ni;,.cnt correlations or significant t-test.!: on personality

o: criteria arc found, one cannot a:.sume that

poLc,:Lial ttachin Nuccess.

are :.!hltivariate i i ...tturc a:. are tne criteria

and z-!.e c.-.!1-(xtly found hi

U:titcd StaLc: . he ion-

.i: intyn,!ed to the :.e1;:tiOn,:!lip:i 01

: : . ::*1.1b le:. r 1 tei ifl. No

: i r:.1;1,i I .1:1! Ii i :1:1d

.o!

-.
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and able teacnin.. t,,rsonnel,
one of the V:OSE important of all
ti,taininl. capable teachers ih aa

.1n.! ..,ligation of education (4ans 196U:1).

:., .s: of identitvins-: eite..tivi- teachers (or effective

to edu,ation, certification, selection, and

. ." (':i; .. I 1"-0:146). With this last point , the significance of

OF %USIC TEACHING SUCCESS

:e e instiated L:0 investigaie the relationships of

...0t:vatioal variables to teachilw e.ueces:i criteria,

definitions or criteria of music teaching

s ::-a-lo ot replieation and apply to a wide variety of music

ti.e criteria of music tea, Thin success were

%LI:, r:ajor concern. Psyc,lo:.letrictans recognize

t_at lv have to influenct. he criteria. "Is the good

'loved, or on ,....1;) leaches the mo!zt painfully

6)? It is no easy solution to include every

I.e.,. :0 that the optinur: personality profile
i. ,-k%. J1 :-!ature of t;,L. teacnin;,

. . . The most desirable
-t nerscalitv pro.:rosz; in t:.12 zt:.dent!,

reearc.1

cert.!in idcntitialde te,icher be!laviors

.!ffe!,..;:t kinds o., pupil. le.lchor!: wlo were

:.: Jo,1:..1! t. eaci.ers who
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s.vvled the domain of music 'tvenin .tccess. Six criteria

e:ecled iuve:;Li,at.ion because they appeared to be the major concerns

IL t SLICee SS :

scores of pupils
-2kieher ratin.,r by pupils

,lcner ratin..,s by buildino principals
lea.:her rat ins by music supervisors
Teacher rititw,s by peers
Teacher self ratings

not wholly inclusive, were representative of major

1;1 evaluation.

. . . nsic (:ire:tor:: and supervisors will have Co assume :1
.:ole in identifyinv, goals that can be rwasured

].y.:Aviorallv so that specific outcomes in music may be demon-
1%,ted And accounted lor . . . They can no longer rely on

platitudes, and cliches to describe the inherent
ot L:wir pro ;rams (Klotman 1973:83).

' "t ?units (1)

,.alor purposes of music education is to affect learning. If

aciiievement can be objectively weasured Lo some extent.

irr !pnrts Li:at L1,e first step in the analysis of a complex learning

Cie evaluation of pupil ?;rowth and achievement in

. oi eAu,..iiti.on (Barr 19.36:2,57). Contrary to the opinions

nu!): prodnct masurer.:ents :or teacher accountabilily

dttention and systematic study (Luc-Lc) and McNeil 1969:240) .

:s!rr others in the 1920's and 19.1n. was eN.londed in

tecia,iques wvoiW pr-,;ri.!;s .u.ouetf:

.Ocnt eiLorls t!le U. cf.! h at ion,

01 Educat:ion, National Ar!:o:;sIncni, and :)rural:. such aS

inquiric.i into pupil

:st:pil criterion wore co,.ipilod t!,e standardized

1-17 Coiwc11. AH,ievoHort. Tsts

pl!, Laterval. 7.aior-.!dnor, lad
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d teelin tor tonA ceatr, tonal memory, welody,

.!nd i'lstrt.Hent. reconition, and identilication of style, texture, and

Tie reliaMlity is hi.01, and the validity has been established by

la!ions with other tests, by performance rat in of students made One year

tc!:L, ani! by a var f ety of teacuer ratins of students. The

:,:ere developed 1-i-ern a carefully, stratified sample 01 more than 20,000

renresentine 1 chool districts in 3 states and according to Hoffer,

reater nio::ber than used in !,tandardi4ing any otner music test"

(!..':.r "lhe :::ost notable published tests of Iii; tape ;a.ntlhiC

IlieVO:!:ent are tie :.lusie Achievement Test(s) by ii chard Colwell and the
-

AcHieve:-:ent. by William Knuth" (lloiler 19/.3:113). Furthermore,

add i ionn i rt..earcil i ; current ly under way in the area of predictive

;aiiditv nxr

Cw.SLL the Music Achievemeut Test!, ro Lm "an i:oportant

LJ achievement te$,Itiv,, in music" and concluded by saying that:

outst..tndin; feature oi the Music Achievement Tests is that
e:.:phasi::e (he at:ditory aspect, of music . . . Colwell has made

very i.!..erevtino. cOntriouLiOU t the literature 01 music tests, and
it hoped thlt research studies and use of the battery will provide

.!!)001 its advantageous utiliAation Ghybrow 1971:1()6,170).

': he . . Music Achievement. Tests represent a most promising

to pravHe :..jctive measure of the extent to which Pupils are

so:%c of It and concepts music teaciiers presume they are

(Leh:...an 1 "Zi;'):5).

:n the iqi: Achievement tor the Seventh Mental

s hay(' Carctully cwIsivucted. Moy includc scveral
:10! prt.viowdv 1:::ed tandardied tests in music.
nre cc!lpLeio, the explanatory material!. adequate,

inr aCc

:r .!; re f ul urovidi:t.. L Lid 0:10.

prO:%CV tour: r)!)Iect.ives
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of the curriculum it in providing information of us'e in student
juidance and in pro:;ra.-.; ovaluation6.

Despite its limitation in assessing individuals, MAT is the
best, most comprehensive, and most widely useful standardized
achievement test battery in music currently available.
Ultimately its usefulness to the teacher will be determined
iv Lae degree of correspondence between the skills that he
is atter:Tting to teach and the skills measured by the tests
. . . MAT is an important and valuable general purpose test
for use in a wide variety of situations (Lehman 1972:247-249).

IR order to assure music achievement test validity for music classroom

use, each participatin.; music educator listed .5 music behavioral objectives for

whicn he tau!tht. Each participant selected his 5 objectives from a list of 13.

From the tcacncrs' 5 objectives, the investigator selected 3 which he felt

would be 711c-t appropriate for producing gain. Teachers 01 middle and secondary

school pupils were provided Lite 3 most difficult test sections of the 5 which

tev selected. ;lad they been given easy test sections, those more

:Ipprop:.iate for ele;nta.y pupils, Lheir middle and secondary students would

:icore on Liie pretest_ allowin,,, little room for

r:Y4L A :(..co:Id eon!.idec.ttion W15 to provide the music educator!. at si.:11ilar

v:iddle or secondary - wiLh test section :, that were selected

lv ..tjority :ea.6:.crs at the 3 levels so as LO reduce the total number of

prpac,d achieve:...ent tests.

Zel:e*.L E,:ucational Corporation graciou:;ly consented to ',Ails special

cL XA dn,! to cite duplication and constrution of answer sheets.

N.) o. classcoort testing Li:Ac was regnired for each pre and

re ILA' the MAT t: co::Iput_cd :;p1 j t half and Ki;,

1 ;a: t.:,2!: ::t`c.t ions ran.e t ro:n .1,9 to ..14 and are L here fore well

. :it t tration.

a coatroversy about Litt' vAidi:y of '.;tin, chan',e, or

. fo, hypoLh.se:; t ra ci Hwt.;; itl



ex2er:r.e:;tal or qua!!iv...:porimental design. The colood approaches include raw

and.

ot coarianee (ANCOVA), residual which includes partial

part correlation!: Lailtiple regression technique-, and other correla-

18

tianal nrocedures usin,', vain .u; a final status eniterf011.

The :;ain critol.ien !velve led for this s. tucy was one suggested by O'Connor

w:ti..71 included certain or,;anismic, demographic, and experiential variable:,

wiinin ti.e residual vain equation (O'Connor 1912:89). In this technique, the

cla!ls the unit-o:: :...,e.!surement rather than one individua 1 pupil. Brophy has

al:;o Ihis Lvehni(1u.t. in his Texas studieN of elementary Leacher

viLe::LiVcn('SH (Brophy H/3:151).

L;ecanse the .,.,ron3s used for comptain;; the reidual:; were not randomly

! ti'.e 1:tre ralher int.,11CL t!!!.t:;iC claf:ses, a multiple

:orr,ulated which used Illy i ollowinr variabli.:, to compute

dual at:: :cores:

:-;

(..,:1::1;..olo.created from variahles X, and X4 throin;h

LO!: the nw!lber 01.

?k'r e!;/.3)
7CttLeSt. mean, initial status :.lA:1 of the clasO

(a variable for L.11/4: u of IM t:esf.ion

cla;;sPA)
variz:nle or interval:: !,eweon pre .111.! 7o:;::,stin/2°)

(a vafi,!ble for school classiti...ati,,a: :wcialty adv;,htac(1,
disadvantzeged, or "in etwes-n"L!)

(:_y po:,tLefa. r:ean of tile cla:;:)

( ::u wtr.tandardiedregression coeificieat or weint)

":artai.le created by the following equation:

X kl X, X X4

15`)

cti 10 1,1turi:11, ly redly:0 ct .111.'U

repre,;ented as appro:.;i:7afe

: 1:. (2 t3.1:;[ tti': I IA Itt Il t

:he hAL111-(- tt.e 1;:t ccp1.1t1.1!!.
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: t. t ;)t: colts i t o .11 :;(1! it' loot.

: t ht. t. (11:.1 t t!ii .1! .1 tyNil t t .t t L..

;... i CEO., t it St,' .1 t LIc'C1 V k. t t: I a r i:tt rts i(11.11 i n

,N!* t.(t'1. 1).11"t i i1.1( itv mtls lc otItical or :

- V 1- voc, iclua 1 or klyv t i 0:1 1:1 FeOro

..;t. t i mtis i c ctlitcit 1: or :-elt.t t oi, jos: iv e!; of

t -.i i a Ily prpari.d t.lu. it ;tt h t , ono
i (.1....t t .;.1: it ordu t.tcittr!; t ro1.1 111,,11 t o low ,:tccorcling

t to rt d Li t.rt,111. s worc ;):11,o. Litt: ri:sitIti,11

t t litc..ort ic.11 .)t lc tt.,Iciltr

; t ; st I. i.ott:; Lt. ;qt.!: it. Aci:ievvivont Tost.s

... ..taLoi: L.,it.::i i ;,illicat hci. this

: 1 ,.1 , :Ipprty) r 1,11: t. ot iat.0 1 or IIt' pup 1 s %Jab.

hilly ts t o lc.iio 1,illso if .

- Ine ioc

!! ! 1.: Ly :: ,;11i.rii 1:11,; a,..11i-voi;:c..it Lest

I , 0.. ot t ,tiu

: TH. .1,!,.,,oL1 oa was

`: I 111.4: 1 .)k (;:i !. !'

):); , k't.'1' 1 hc,"1\71 or:: 'dt.r St'

X11 It , t 1%. . i : :ci , .1

- 1 .. : ti i t It

:vt :, 0:10 ; I .11I t 1,0

. : lo t i 1 :: , .).

; i I. t .t : t 1 . . ! I !

. ,1 :1 0;11



. 1: uere.do:!e, pupils' score:; :oald ieen :,tandardi;rted

co.atry or eah .ti..)Cest.. or test sectiou ihdh !lOrMilW the pupil
_.

20

wonld !:evn unfair. elasb residual scores were computed

I.u.inn :he a:..)rin!.entioaed equations which accounted tor :;o1...! demographic,

t...:-..pt:rivaLial variables.

cl:;so 1e re wore periods or times of prete.st.ing - 2 in the first

and 2 in the :;ecoud emester - it was necessary to check for differ-

residu.i.1 iL;q. could be attributed Co pretesting time differences.

a:::-;mied to be a linear relationship and thus truatud in the

Throu-h ANCOVA and C-test procedures, differences within

L. :0 ::roi;ps investialed. Considerin the teacher response

as pre and pesttesting times and iniervals over Which this

I ttle cent.::01, this technique seemed to he a Lair approach to the

criterion of residual gain.

..ain technique is questionable, h':t at the present time,

it technique available. Granted, inc .;ain cont,truct.

very liited when one considered the total xdount of objectives

au given vaisic teachin.; Hitt.ttio.l. in any vvvilL, the

!:*! used in order to ;nvestigate ohje::tive music achieve-

clas:;es and relatiudt7hiv to subjective raLill;; ciiteria

yeLi p, and votivational variahles.

I :%!;1 procedure accounted for t. it bo:.si:)ilitv that the

i.c: I I I 0:1:; d L ivd :1,1. Or in

1. i , tittin., a strai ce-...re!,sion line tur all the

.:hin factor actlohnted tor n the

L. I. echnique best accounted ;or :act.ri; ol tyst.

. :.i" :. k. I I CC

". ,ackabe!. ;lc 1 hd i pk:C I I V prep.' rt'd ,1111/4!
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.dnplica!ed n:ver slleet.:; and a Lest tape includin); three MAT subtcsts. These
packacs includitw :.beet:, and tapes were returned to the investigator after
pretestin. and were re:::ailed and returned for posttesting. Follow-up letters
to the music educators prodded them to pre or posttest after two and four

delays. The !:1:;sic. achievement tests were scored by hand by the investi-
t.ator and his staff. Teachers were rank ordered within the above mentioned

subgree7s.

Tne investi;..ator accepted the views of McNeil and Popham:

A :ocus on pupil:i reveal!: far more aoout the effectiveness oftenyhers than does direct study of teachers themselves . . .Support for the position that the ultimate criterion of ateacher's ollpeteuce his impact upon the learner has beenof fel CC! by a number ividual researchers as well asDrofessional associations: . . . (McNeil and Popham 1973:218).

of Teachin Success

Five ratin. of !1nsic teaching success were used in this investigation.

Were the opinions and attitudes which the rater had about the

tas:Iler 1.ein rated. The Illinois Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire (ITEQ) is
to ::,1!;ss perceived attitudes of pupils about their teachers. This

t,z,11 and was amended to a 23 item form in order to

.iuildin:; principals, music supervisors, peer teachers, and
.

e.!,:cator !.eit" at.inm

2.0)1;i.ed by Measurement and t(esearch Division of the

St-ivices, University of Illinois. Pnpilsn opinions
a f;''(' areas: teacher, teacher's competence, interest

a:titnde. :-WhSCOVOS were of interest 10

.11! WUH.0 student teachyr, wIlv the total scores
:

1r :iterLon,

,:. (1 . .e r) re or t0 ',;t;:y r,11. imp ref::: oi t

.t';WV) 1!1!I1cAfi17,! Of iwreiV(2,!

eVa ; 1).
VV:Il:Cal. c.ET(..Lehec. ife
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doin outside t:o:-k for the class. The fourth subseore (teacher's attitude)

,_2 is an indication ot a persoa's perceived evaluations 01 fh teacher's attitude

and piA1o5o?liy fow,Ird

1TI;v; is a 101%:ed cnoiCv instrument requiring the respondent to .itrOrtgly

a,;ree, disaree, or st.:*only disagree with each of the 40 statements.

:'.::led 1 to arA were standardized within vaeh rating category 10

fro:-.1 low to o: 1 to 10 with a meaa of 5.70 and a standard deviation

H.cn 01:;1(1 I0 bo a r(21i.ablv and valid ins VI:went . i abi ly

01. cynsi.:te:-Icv in,;(2 i ro :n .59 to ./0 for subsections with the total

!!core of .)2. Individuhl class reliabilities for participants in this study

...or total te:,t ..:ere all in the .90'.s. The intorcorrelations ran;:e from

.:2 to a!:d, w:.i!e the irnitrument does not have t.;e hill reliability as

t.L.!..t, it yns deemed adequate for use in this study.

ITEQ developed the Illinois Course Evaluation Questionnaire

lor use' with university level courses. ITEQ is designed

.'(.'!:cols and at the tic:L.: of chi!, project was beiN

CE.2's reliability usih;; Lno 11.11f methods when

:he Spearman Brown formula yielded reliabilitics of

L't.:-;;Livi.!1..* ..Ladies. It can he expected that ITEQ's

relia:?L:: is eiu;.11y consistent (Alyamoni, :11.!orandu:!1 12i:5).

crc : proposai.; in ti.y Lew year.i to evaluate

ar area:, ,.:oncern t.heli as nupil,

It , hodever, c.)::e look, tor actual workins; models

kvail:t on, it. is apparctli that iuvolvin.; systematic

J:Id sell, a:, well as conivia, and ,;0

ry to , 1:.1 :Alan nut., :Audon: rnt.ins of



.1..; or, .11 he un iver y I. appear t he only elements

(.O h:al.:oat 1972:1).

.\ ',.SOE funded ..esereh study invostiatd the relationship between

a:ns and ratin...s 6v trained impartial oin4erver::. 1k and others

.ii:'.: . In relatea to (1.) the students' intelli!wnce ,cores, (2) the

patterns, (3) the teachers' personality patterns, (4) the

knowi.!'e t..0 the liberal arts and education, and (5) the students'

Gell and others 1(i !,°:10).

ANa)VA tt,.i:niques, they tound ti!, (l) For all

c.: .u;d r..ot aadz1Lc Fubjects, the .11. CUUL rolled teacher was the

:he tearful teacher was the least effective. (2) The self

:ositt..ed greater :..ains in her :qudent.s. (3) There were no

::ere in In!: between children of different social c lasses.

, t.!ncation coarse :;rados of the teacher a well as the

7 La,! no relationship 10 the teachers' viiective;;,.ss as

the criteria. (5) There wa:. nev,ative relationship at the

.etwt-n the teachers' tested knowlede in Ilheral arts and their

el: ;.:ins; critcH 1 (Hoi: aid otue rs 1(' 00:50-f)b).

teAt..hor ;:vowlvdy :wimp() rt.Int variable

: t et:ectiver...... but al!o rat..in,;!., per Si,

Cric i 1 :tikti

. :q ,..i...niticant correlation !,e1....-een 1.!.e r:.easuved

rat in L.,:t Lt

. ') A .[ ('o:,..1 tZ , Illii ,i.

.'V! .;o.' t 1 1 t ;i , couold

t the :t.udt..r.t.

rtic( 0:: 0:1

. t e . 1.5

va! kt-k
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.rc;1 1').201!, 1.) 1.4w pLi-'at :1.111pott,, the;;it, that

:aeco tt Least 1;;,1 dr:ain of teach iti, success: onleclive tu terms of ;din

tvrms of rat in evaluations. The liarr ::tudies support

wel.1 Lhose ci:ed a:ove. Iuis project, invc:,ti)t.cd these LWO domains,

1.. t:;'. thym, aad the re1ationhiv :tad interrelationships LO

C.1

to ..1:sv14:; pupil att. itude:-.;. All part icipatiaw, music

1,H;ftis.,.er i.! the:4e ralin..:s in May, 1912. The subjects :ere encouraged

ave :heir nriucipal, counselor, another teacher, or a student

ly tne ratiuo.s to their pupils. Music studen t teachers' pupil

evall:a; latnered :!Itt2r tb! :Audent Lvachvr had co;.tpleted Li v 5tudent.

;.d ;cry ad:linistered by the cooperatin teacher.

nave investiated pupil juch;ments ot teachers as measures

cri!cl'1.1 ol cItvetiven0s. Albert concluded that pupil judgments

are ea::. valid, practical, and inexpensive unless one used a

!- " lie found little a,,reement betw..vb administrator

(Alhvrt 1941:2/4).

re..):-ts aa iLvm found by rusc3rchvr al d rddu,1 te school oi

stnde:.:ts rated student teachers. These evaluations were

hr the sunervisors. "To their surprise, the

sc : evaluations were iloie consistent than those of

19,u:434). iiiJe thi. in:!icatv:;, perhaps, )treater

: : i ti.y; , rir.tii did not ri.nort ii;'' z'clat

!;tulvt:t evaluation,..

;., , '; cc!, ,):1; pl:pi 1 U. i ;; :; ox 111:.:. 1.011

'we:, ioad k;L' Led i I :IC u.iivr.i L. . .'1.1h CE(,
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z; are available, Purdue itatirw, Scale

and Spencer (,IV.,1), u!;ia 1 jud, consisting of

and teahin;.., assistants attewp Led LO determine the

relatenm.ip !etween indes' ratins and student catilws. Thy judges' ratings

:.',.re yn video clips which were rated on a three point scale.

;indonL la:ed on the total CEQ scores at the end of one $eeSter.

A order correlatioa (r ,7.10) was found between the

a::.! the iverte rating ranks. Swanson and Sisson (1W1) obtained the

sa:ro Spe:Irn r- a::!.1 correlation (n =4.'0) between pter ratiaL.s and student

rati !.otal 'core Oleamoni

"Inc relatio.t!.;hip bet.,,un GIN ratinr,sand instru....tor's rank, class size,

and 1,:vc1 ..): course wls eN;!n!ined by Graham (1912) using MANOVA techniques. As

hvpot::esi::ed, there were no siy,nificant differences in r :ting ,:ssigned by

s....:all (1-.:1)) , ;;;edinEl (21-40), and lar...e (over :1) c!a!:!les (p...13).

In .12.Ji!Lin, .:i.,;n1:ic.int !,i..: 'oy Ievol (freshan, sopo:;lore, junior, senior,

,..ra.H:i:) (p,....,0:) itozaction el:loots wort. sound. Discriminant functions

cc!..ptk : ftlr e.:,. :ound to be siv.nifient yielded information concerning

t:.... ;.t n .: .!.. .:o:1 o: th:;e si nilicait dilferenee!-.

..-:,... 1 :.pi 1,01_11 madt. that :Itn,lents r.1Le cl;,!se!: and inskructors

i:::iet.1:.ly .1...:0:.::: .... L.:L. LLIIIP ot tile l.ls!: clooLln ... DillPron...eS amoni;

,1 ..--0e...:: .:1 ....lri,m,. th.lo wort. found to i !-.tntif.tica Ilv ,i0,iiificant: but

nr the statiticnI prohzihly

..i.

not 1(in::d relaLud

1:, .-1 . nowcvc:r, :Lo were

r..: 1.111:1L111.0a

un "lp.! UCi.\

: pin t: N:. 1 0 1,;: t. t 0; tva lu.1 ;
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a re-wl,r !urv0v of teachim; elfectiveue,,y .t ! perceived by

(Alext:on.

CvaLia, in a :.tudy I ; tudent. evaluations ut cellev ilu,tructors, ut.cd

Lne u3tudent In:.trucLieaal iwpo.A..," a 23 item form that elicited students'

HC.:en:_s of sncl. .t!.po...t.s as the or.',anization of the col!r.e, the pace of the

c..stirse, instru:!.er's b,...pfulness or availability to t.tndcnts and Cue clarity

cf :)....,:-ent.!tiot!:,. He found difierence!: V nciny, amon the

with less likely to iniulit :tndents of how they

were to valt-ttyd and ter i.w,rvelitent between ahnou;i,..ed objectives and what

in these classes. Students rated le:%ale teachers more

1.avor..Oly CJ..; 'ale Lea..her Oi several items, partieuiArlv those dealing with

inter..ctions. A comparison 01 students' ot instruction

r...ported disclosed h peitive relation-

evaluations. This su;..,osts thdr :.tuden1 ratings

itl!!!.retor:: wiLh information they do ns.h. I:aye about their

:iu%:eVcr, findin;t was that y;LtIdon: ! did produce

in 1:1;:trivLion .;on the student ralin.y, yliiicantly lower

..-.1.. ;.! t I !;. rear. e7 I :lc 1 . , ht.! *L .11 t. r

1::,..tv,!.1:0nal chan,e. He .117:o IL ntH .!.!:dent raLini4s 01

. etre 7.0 sl,eued, well over ha l! ot : typic,11

.):ed a','vi. the Etidpoiht. oi the ale ((:e. t

1

. 1. .

of ,.:-

p-: : tidi) 1 t.,: itild

..v ':)!;(' 1;:;:1 ! !It :1Z. rat. I Ilg

...;, .

: . .; .,t k_) t rat 0..

I. II II 1 I 11).
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:io p:.ineipa superintendent, and supervisor ratins.

.,,c:n:i7als rated the partieipatiiw ihusiv educators in May, 1972,

- in ;,111:er and fall. i:atiu,',s were mailed directly 10 the

ria:Apal$, anonymity was assured, and the principals classified their

advanta,,,ed, socially disadvantaed, or "in between."

i. ;.;;oery ior ( )

o;)tained 11:013 the music supervisol-s of participating music

tc!:..at:.::; in May, 19:2, wit -1 f:ollow-up in the ; UMW r. Tilese were mai. led

f!fre. :. lv H tix :-u.-iervisors mid anonymity was assured. The supervisors also

sv:00is in yhich thvir teachers were situated as socially

adv"n: disadvantad, or "in between." the supervisors'

..2itn the buildins; principals' classification, the

. .. ',:as used for classification. Also, while this was not

A . Lit' JI the ad:liuistraturs indicated that their schools

or rat ill's are co::1:..on in imisit. vdtica L. ion research .

:c In :11 tie role and power of 111c innsic supervisor

J:1 intI1!c:II:1.11 position within Lilo Linsic staff. More

; pat i n tic a s had 1:1.1 sic supt. i

1' y: i.:! (Thl

.:tv E:c 10 c:Ivetivoly evalthit thy Le,ichers itLl
t V '1k"/ (Lt :.kt I lit: 1:;ti:: 1C Ll'tiehl:r

' ltt ,1.i. i 1 ;it 1 : t . u:1 I J de L r

r ri t.! 1' i 0:1 r i ;11,1,- .

I:; ,'II(' I .ir: ivcd

it : t .1 : t , t',I

,!: » t1 t!,.1 i to



.1: :;

to.. j:.. st.ece!.s. Ihese'wore retorned directly to tne

a ..:I .d ..-ean id ntifyilm effective music

resear::. Investi,;ations have studied this criterion at the

researc:; ...it flit c011e;;e level, as previously

waea discrepancies occur. The self ratings

er: iol:ow-up dorin the sum.;ler.

S. -

%.ere io tvachin!, success

28

S:.1.det. LeacM.1.. expes:leve: ptTil, cooperating

: ::k p.ec at l!ecata:e Lnis group

:

sa_ple, it was hoped that. some comparison

educator ratin..,s and the i.:.u!;ic student teacher

at: i0 lra.1:;forr: Liu! scale

. ") 1') It;: o: D.:;O:ind a :talo'ard deviation

.4 i J:.ksltors supervisors and missing

si:. data :*a! scores ....ere prodicted. A ,',Lep wise

t. rat Ado? (.(!

iaco:-!plete criLerion

with more

Ited r,-; l

LO th,.- relationships

I wk. ...hced
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c i :I" oy i 1.1411 col:Ton:I Wert used in bOLII CaSVS and the

were rad% older...d.from high to low. For some preliminary analyses,

:.Hect.A were st.catilied into suecessfu 1, average, and unsuccessful groups.

procedure, a wei:;hted single rating score was derived for each

part:: music educator and music student teacher.

A.:alv,=is of varia-ce investigated whether the standardized rating scores

or rl'"' nf rti!! categories differed among teaching and speciality

el-lentary school im:trumental and vocal music, iddle-junior high

insrumental and vocal music, and high school instrumental and vocal

TUer 'tea :: no indication in the literature to suggest that there were

rt.laticn:.nips !,etwe iwsic teaching success and the specific music teaching

Also, correlational analyses were undertaken between the residual

criterioil and the rating criterion to investigate significant

.i7s.

music educator samples were rank ordered and for

ii.:isary analyses divided into thirds -- successful, average,

ac,..ordin.'. to the following criteria: Gain (C) , mating (0,

..:Id Gain minus L:atin,t (G-0, a dioerep:Incy criterion.

pr, number of ways with which to investiate the

. !,1 :L..:1 I i! citcrikm variables and to the personality variables.

Iiigh Gain Averae Gain Low Gain
1 5

9L
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PERSONALITY AND MOTIVATIONAL VA,UABLES

Snecialities

1;odenstab in a study of personality patterns and heterogeneity among

intere!:t areas found psychometric differences among the grade level

ot eleentary, !Ipecial, and secondary; and subgroups of eleven teaching

mtudc was one. lie said, "The greater than chane., assignment

.r:L..)s (:-:free Arade levels) was 17 percent ard the greater than chance

to suh.::,rettp:: (eleven teaching interest areas) was 33 percent." He

e::..)loyed a XANOVA evaluated 12 variables of .a psychometric instru-

the teachii: ;;:ad level and interest areas. He concluded that the

profession ie psycholoically heterogeneous with respect to interest

:::sic educ.lto:t! :ire a sub,,,roup of toe total population of educators.

:..1...etiaced personality variables' relationships to achievement in music

tvaehin. Althou0 he did not divide his sample according to SeX, he

that ntvic 5;tudent teachers differed significantly from the national

i.n!Itru:.1,ntr u!;ed (',link 1970:234-241). InvestiL;ations of

:,:or.,1::.:_y(ar.:ters by Dada, Fose, Funk, or ;an, Picerno, Turrentine, and

, to !,ut a few indicated that the music tacain:4 speciality

(:::,!_r1:.:ental (:aoral) did not produce sif.,nificant differences as far as

personality behavioral traits -Ind patt rns as measured by

Personality Inventory, the Gnilford-Zinnennan

ad l ti Sixteen Personality Factor (ute!tionnaire.

a-;ree that sub!;roups of teacher: ;, e.g. inusic teachers,

:,istory teacner5:, and so forth, should he divided by :ex when

.)--:;,;:..Lty al:d chat. sex ;;.(.11d be treated a:. a :::oderatin

:,tratitied by
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As we move up the educational ladder, we find no notii:eable
differences between )unior and senior high school teachers,
but a decided one between mon and women, consistent in
nature at both teachini; levels . . . These differences may
be due to simply the usual sex differences knowa to exist
on these source traits (Cattell 1968:183).

There are t,io,nificant differences between responses of males and females on

personality and moLiva:lon tests. These differences have been treated in this

investation.

From empirical evidence, there was no reason Co assume that Leaching

experience is a factor in music Leaching success. Some very early studies of

general elementary cla SVOOM teachers i..und differences between beginning and

experienced teachers. Uhile these may have been due to training variables of

less than 4 years cat college, there is no reason to believe that first year

musi.: teachers do not Live the capabilities for being as outstanding in

affectin pupil learnilv as teachers with 5 to 10 years' e:Terience

(3ett.!: 1935:202).

Picerno :.ound no sinificant relationship existed between judges'

rati. of music teachinv, success and years of Leaching experience (Picerno 1956:

2'5()). in hts personality study found that successful instru-

we:L. youner tnan the unsuccessit;1 ones (Lut;: 1963:143).

are Olirn tiained aua teachin.; at all levels

tai scoo: Inc level was not a t actor under investigation except

r..SDt!,: tki ilowevt.c, 5Teciality

. u tay a!id

i : : r

i i.!t 10:.

"Pcc,p!

: '.1; .. ti.. t) :le In : a I I . V t . :a !t' had
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a t nito a v , tI I i. r,-,t and ti 1950-5 i od it ion ; a chi ,

n t hat ,ind ii I ),1-(,..). edit Lou; and an adoler.cence t.e mina l the

pre:.ent ilIid'. , with its associated new editions" (Cattell and other!. 1970:xix).

The 1,,I1F has three important properties. First is the unusual compre-

:.c.Isiven.,s cl coverae of the personality dimensions. Socond is the orienta-

tion OL the scales ta t!:nctional measurement. This means that the scales

formulated a,:c,ndin.,, to subjective or a priori concepts but are

directly related to previously located natural personality structures related

to the way personality actually develops. Third, ihe:;e personality measurements

become increasin!..ly relatable to an organized and iuter,rated body of practiCal

and Cheorotical knowled!.e in the clinical, educational, industrial, and basic

re,..earc:: fields (Ca.Lell and others 1970:5).

The lt'Pl! is 1,ased on a series or interlockin.; researches over 2 years,

directe.I to locltin;; uuitery, independent, and praxatically important source

I
in ratin.;s acd questionnaires,: Cattell detine!; source traits as

"factors (ro...ated to oblique structure) aifectin lare areas o: the overt

behavior . " (Cattell and others 19i0:7). The source traits

te 'y !.t. have ieen repeadedly replicated in 6.:sic personali...y

relatel :0 sy:,tems proposed by others, i.e. Gnilford-/.i.....e:

and the 111.11q (Minneota Multip:,asic Personality.

lhventory). have been continuously iwproved and selected for hiller

on e.1- clahAsten1 with good suppre!-;f:er action arid a wide

yoh:;itc.it with broad per,onality (CattHi had

OZ. -I:::

.;aiur:: have rt!laLed It I it t.tclor:; t.o oHcrvir ratings,

and to varions instrtc::eht 1.1cLorS Ia(1 Lativational

::t-pratioh is needed. ;6.:;oar,.:1 1:; rapidly jr-ii :un.

e v i d 0 1 I Lt.:: 1 Or r.t i '1 C 1 i a it , 1t
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'-ultural studies have provided evidence ot basically

!:ource liail

IPAT tive versions of the lPF with a sixth in development:

or:T; ti and for nortial adult use, 1'ori:u C and I) for averaoe adults having less

ve%:abuiary aLil:ties, and 'e'orm E with F under dev-lopment for low literate adults.

Four other scales Lleaurin personality dimeusioas are available from IPAT:

For....:s A a!;(1 6 of the III f School Personality questionnaire for ages 12 to

Far) - Sfool Personality ouestionnaire for a.ws o to 8 years, and the

Pre-School Peronality Questionnaire for ages 4 to t. years. These tests allow

for comparisons of liersoua ity measureluents of at different scale such

:1!; S.al, A not o;:lv the properties of A as divectl y examined but also whether

it relates to t...;e :,et-A in the universe just al.. A does. "As Als relations to

no:-A in t.;. universe approach those for A, A aod A approach lo:;ical

identity" (Cattell ;t:!, otnefs 1970:38-.M. aole ..00t:s the direct and

.oncept

Concrete vali,fty reler6 to the offeti.veh.:.: and uc;ability of the test

validity is as hi.01 as can be de;nonstrated anywhere for source

1-n th. 11 an adequatt. reached, one is

:equ reli.,i,i 1i ty al5o Inv re.u-oo for using both

lf,2F to in.:ceae validity

coefficients based nit procedures are provided in

valut.! at co:Icc)t v.111! I ty r dri apnrmch Lo do

; t !n....t or f.t..c t),1 t. L,.al
-.rohp ie e::pe,te.! .o thao

ha:-; more or

t ; .itt t):.; ;_intL i t i L--,,l'vk
k:t ind ; 11,1 i ;.t. re..:).v.d to

;Mr; !:;!.11 . . ;it e Lv 1 1

:

: .: ,,, i

'-' t' . 1 :1 ')C,' 1
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t.0(1.1: to i'vi!XliOr .t year hence are decidedly better
could he 1.:ade on ?)'.:rly statistical .round!. (Cattell

and .ther:: 19;(I:.!)3).

t ;riterio n validity h., s been eslahlished for various occupat i ons , for many inclus-

e r la I and ( I in i ca 1 1:!.es , and throw.,h numerous research projocts with widely

Sdiffer!r.

ne 16PF a Iood test wnich has been developed and revised in 25 years

01. rese.:rch. GeLlels and Jaci:!.on state:

O :ittle ha: !een done witn the 16PF Test, with teachers as
suHycts, to accept without question the results that have
appeArod and to make possible a comprehensive evaluation of
the method. In sorie ase: the findings of the several
studies contradict one anotner. Nevertheless, the inst-ument
'nls at least two specific advantages (aside from purely
tec::nical consilerations). First, by providing scores
on factors that are not purely evaluative (i.e. p.wehologically
7ood' or thad1), LefiL encouraAes the use hypotheses
that are more sopLiFticated than those linkinz; 'adjustment-
:...aladjnstent' or dichotomous variable to the complex
pflencr...ena of LuAc!iln!, .1nd of teaching effectiveness.

.:IC instrument derives from an extensive prora:11
o t a the and cnpirical work carried out. by
:1.Lull and hi.: 1 ..1f:sociace:-; over a number of years . . .

The resttlt.in !.ody ot cotwpts and findins would Seem of
cc:!sidera').le heuristic value for investigators intending

Test for yttidte of teacher persoualitv
(Get :t1:; :InC. John: on P.)

coac11:hec his article by sayi;, "it may be the first time in

hi.::torv, i tact, that a college president or dean can provide

sciontii.:cally valid answer:, la questions by anxious parents who inquire what

the wili ,!-) to their :o;;s and dau:..hters besides ilicrcain iheir 1;i0re

!s t!,e hest'personality questionnaire available for

pl::-poses edu,.atir.. IL surnaF.scs other to LS in the number of

a:1., tHy developmental research investiating

Lhu tactor,.-d (o per:;t111:11LLy

. th:it rt.:tionshihs, ih one protiles, the
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d . . . .IL built up at nucil ai co::L Ut humat

.!() nol ;;:lve 1)k: thrown away when the Lest i:i :,:crapped ant revised"

(C.ttll u:ility of the i('PF au important factor to consider.

te:Ic!.or pro:ile:; are established 011 a test which is later

t:i.2 t:at the new te:A better measure the personality dimensions

do. no:: render tut: previous proille data invalid. In fact, it strengthens it

ci DeLLer 1:.ea:-ole:_:ent. Cross validation procedures can be used to

a. .'.;:4t colltinuod utility cr.' the 1W data.

THE li..P.ZIMAY SOURCE TRAIT FACTORS

The lo prh-ary IACIOV:1 are shown in Table 1. "Sou.e twenty-three primary

rare now been. recognized (c attell and Ford in preparation)

Ippro::i.tately, in L-data .

II
(CaLLvIL zqld others

Lii0:;)- The. 1.:F incl.:H..1.u! the 16 f.letors which account: foL. Lhe greatest

pu L.... 011 1 1.111mA:war- i on.

F.-:cto- A - A:62CLOLhyrlia

COS:)01,11S, Ar individuals z.tarked preteceuce for

THLV 0i1jOy rocoy,,:i:ien and are generally

Thy A- thi:w,s or word!,, ,...eork:; alone, take:; hardheaded

, Lc,:ds to re wct comprmli st, ri h per t,ons are

: .:: I \ L Lvt! r, '.'enc..r(Ju5 in

, It t.l 1%1 id ,)L Cr S-1 I tt r ;1.,1 1.e1:4:1:11)r 11X-10 S

, rt h!),.:-.1ai1e in prcion .ork :.0-c casual in r.leeting

: t r.:1::7.. A 1 OCC11;),1 it`i:11 1.11 11('01t ti .0C. 1.3 1 WOri(t.::-S

1 i:1 A t): r,. i , r Lc i ;AA:: ,
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tt11 to%:ards a moderate A- score. Teachers also appear A-

t. 1.a.:tor %:.!s not significant for universitv professors (Cattell and

- vo...sus Hi,,h in

t.it t::. factor will not correlate as ii,uIy with the usual speeded

test, "Tilere is probably little justification in consuming more

r:lat.ive CO other factors, than is given by

: (i:atte1 i and others 197D:3). IL is apparent that general

a: iii L. 1::poi.ta:It. in individual differences. . . the main dimension of

1. cap.x.Ity is always important and accordingly is here given

it role Jionside its poor dimensions" (Cattell and others 1970:82).

A ..e!ler-: Li tcto; ':nn be estimated iron: the sten score tor an intelligence

is not si:nicant in studie:; wiih 1:Inicians. Throughout the

i.;1 score is sinificant. Uuth tyachers and musicians tend

(-

: sa::I) les from other ocs.upations and the general public.

alti I i Or !ii 1:0 Strenyth

: t i , ur: i. al..; I, ahr.oyt..(1 1)y t hi ni;s and

:) : 1;orld L.:at ty, ro!-triclions

1 n;ld %.1th lilo. N.. tends to

.. -0 disorder

III. :h , ! Ltd en;tt riitutor

:tnd so forth"

'1 f ) . : , ! ! : 1 :1 I 1 0: 5; I nd I () ht'.f lii gh

:: : , : Live rzi,..e

tor iin!iersit... pro-

et !GcaLu:,. In C. I. and the
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U:71L,d te.:chers show a C- tendency (Cactell and others

,':1 -1, .

Fa:tor - tit!!)-issivolcs versus Dominance

factor :lay! different patterns for males and females. In females,

the do.:.,inance traits tich as socially poised and prominent are more highly

loaded in tne E factor than they aria for males.

te.ld!, to be correlated positively to social status and not

.Cotantially with 1-a,!ersbip It is most associated with occupativns requiring

holdnes anr! conrae. "iinance is negatively related to school achievement

all a:;es up to :.radnate university work, since docility seems to enhance

(Cattell and others 1910:8n).

Factor :)rod, Lemperamental, dispositional personality trait

snowin a to but sinificant correlation with the two traits

nee2 !.:n;urvd by the MAT test (self-assertion erg and sentiment

1.o self) if, strnc.Lnra Ily quite distinct from them. Occupationally, higher

dominacv Lo Lamers, cooks, and janitors. "It is appreciably

is one of the personality factors distinguishin the

se:.:en" ot::er:; 1 `.-70:66-87). Musicians Lend to be high in Factor E

1:; :! at _11 Levels.

- ":".fer!:ns Sur,ency

i k):C )1. C L important cciponents in eNtraversion. Surgent

-H vA:;iCr. lux nuniThin , more oo:II:li!.:A-creatin

A 1 ip:v/-'0-1;w1..y. "Si ..nifIcant_ hltve boen

s:11::.ency and 1,:.-helorhoo,! . . U (Gattell and

Iv col:ft:flvd with t!vpr io.l. L' l!; dnd

I L..: a: L. 1.t a i ter L;:d 1 01 1. n f..c-
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Airlino hnstos!.;o:; and :.ales managers

arti.!;:.r, university prolessors and admini!l.rators and physicians

are

ap:wars that :dusicians are high in surioncy while educators are

tcatEct.s art' si*Ii.;-icantly low.

E - Threntin vsns P.1rmia

"This is definod lactor which ,,ppears with hiPh persistence

"oven in rotH1 :atin,ts and in questionnaire:," (CaLtell and

oz!lers 1970:91). E- individual tends to he shy, fomented by an unrea-

sonal,le l'ensc ot inie.riocity, slow and impeded in expressing himself, disliking

o(.:upatio::: witn pelo:Ial con:acts, proferrinn one or two close friends to

ani no: o.bl to keep in contact wit!: all that is noinp, on around

"?resent vVide.ILJ indif.'atc, it to be one of Ll.'0 or L:Irce u0SL h101y

per,,onnILty laCLOCS" (Cal lull and other:- IV/0:92).

iu porwl inhibition by onvironwontal threat and is

rate.C. 1.1:r. in cail,!n-oA aNd thickskinned in social interaction. This constitti-

t.crIal :1; . ini:ibition in turn 5.,noratcf. the boldness in social,

, dan,,er i t i on: loS 01.:t. in 10-

mini::trators an d lad ow in farmers. This

-No In lor tho,e

ility :() ;Jct. wr.ir aNd tcar 1.1 poop lo and

cc1.. ((: :t t.' 19i!2:(.12).

a ni!;:_ory of in oV.",aai:'.ing clubs

aA pr,):c:!;ors.

I 1' (i L. 1 1. (' . C ) .. Oc.itipa-
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:o 1 1 nd ned it dramatic:),

a la..1:1o, ima;;inative, ac:;thetis. _L-d, and a certain

i....practicaliLy in .'noval aftair:: (Cattell and other:, I There are

t:;at. on this factor .n.d I,: A feHales ace

t :ale: neurotics hi;;her tha orLa;..

This may cvason that musicians score h.'h tile Feminine scales

of ot:lor per:,ena1itv I : I:; .:c s.t. Lhe MOI. The 11. teceiveg more

rlowin-,., up group perfori.:anee at decisions,

f:o.,.ieci:otional remarks. 'Inc 1. pe lepresents some sort

of to..;:t, practical, mature group solidaritye5vratin: and

(no nonease) teHpera!!lental dimension (Cattell and others 19/0:93).

(ir) :,ociated primarily with an o:-..protected or sheltering

o: liie upbritv,ing. "Increasin- t-vit,.n..0 points to its

or ;Ittitudes OUL of which maladjustment can

and

Li v :ynorones of conversion hysteria :1 -1 1../pochondria"

it is associated with ald drug

a:sociated with student .,;hile I- with

L. psychiaLric L.;!,:,Icians, artists,

in P:.ev...sia. F.x.toz 1 ,!t.- :0; dpear to hu a

!::Old !:e of interest inves:.igation.

.0 AS:i0Ci3tOti WiL;) ;enLil Iwth psychotic

)1.hyr 1J;0:95).

L

: 0 pro ;ec t ; 0:: 111d i::. S

:icld:; and an ir...po:-ta;.t

: I n a:1(i

VO7 a n re.. d..:Aired, and



1
-1 : Lei :. He is eontempluous and scrupulously correct

lc..1iot* hei;' annoyed at other persons putting on airs. lle is skepti-

cal tai alleged idealistic motives in others. Ile lists a relatively high number

Ji aanovaaces, is uninlneaced by the views of prominent people, and shows a

t.easion takes the form of a feeling of social insecurity.

4.;:e re L: sole suT.estioa that protension is a preierred method of handling

amo:1.; intelli:ent pv.sos.

proteinive person may he rated unpopular. School counselors and

wrkers run low in protension while time study engineers and social

are Lt. Xusieians sirs! L+ while educators including public school

teac:lers, student teacher!;, and university professors are L-.

- Praxernia versus Ant in

e porfion has an intense subjectivity and inner menial life.

loward on inner tides of confidence, and definitely inclind

to n; 2rac1.ical manners, he actually has higher internal,

anxiety and conilict tensions than the praxernic person, walks and

is slee2, al:rnates periods of placid di::reard of practical

t' 1:

w!tH :1..!zteroid episodes of relatively i:,:ainve demandin and

0:." ((:t tell and (uThers 1970:96) . rni

1..

convey:. the

Witt awkward details v:hil Alia it, related to

:1 ;. d ttt et.1 ulit:vptd Az-tisis, re-

and editors are hiYh in N. . hiH1 M

' iy:Ii!iC:1!!:.IV 1.0 distintich the Mort! cruativl.. researchers

..L or:. and It!ic,.(!:: n1 (C.ItIcil and
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no._ so w,11 established in behavior ratins as in the

. . IL yL:11 to b,t: purs,.:ed to hi,nce validity in the

(Cattoll and others 1970:99). lii b N indicates a person

elinical in viewpoint, inclined

t. !e ..arners, to t.oeial and to so,:ial

pntLern rep::L:svilts o: intellectual-

s:n-ewd belt t:iere is little

n intelli%ence, it does correlai.e

dminance" (Cat tel I and others 1970:100).

La: re:er,; LO e...:icLional genuineness, cL:..nplete directness, and

nz. :ound in Lac s%illed prolions and preciion

el,,'LL.ieians while Lou N groups

a e 13:;y:.tiatric technicians, cooks, and convict.3.

Ht1/42ley a ,

... ...! ,'.wiLk cat.i .i :pieces3 and there are other

i'::(lividualS are more trw:ted and liked -- perhaps by

:hyrz: Li;O:1J1).

ys H.'nlfiea:-.tL for :nnsicians. one :;tudy disagreed

1 :

r:lt-.; ;:oun,'. art.:; teachers to be

C- he r000r-:, ovoriLiue :rora

inaderinnte to invvt.

th,i1

:1---,1. ,16)::1S he, i:- Lo proit.rs books

hvooehoftiriacai

:%11. 1 :: pronii:unt. (Cat tell
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uenv in certain religious groups, artists, farmers, and

1.,w scores occur with professional athletes, electricians,

nnrcs, and sales managers. Guilt proneness is one of 'he largest

in :Ini(A.:v Ls hi "h in neurotics, alcoholics, and psychotics. High 0

wein!ed aainst leadership in face to face situations and against

:asks with !sudden emergencies. Both musicians and teacher groups

lcw in 0.

QI CoservAti::::1 of Tmperament versus Radicalism

:irFt of the factors which appears in questionnaire data but

, in isulntd in behavior ratings. Q1 is more than a mere set of acquired

1: . and religious attitudes.

:tre f:ure well informed, more inclined to experiment with

!,! : 1e: 1.^,0:11 nod to moralize, and les S llllglle5 ti011llilig about

:ile ddolescents are high in need to revolt, Qi is actually

, n life. Q I+ persons expres:: more interest in science

L.:ere:;t. in analytical thou;;ht, modern essays, and reading

1 :!!...t10:1, in heakin;; Ihe crin;t: of custol!! and tradition,

! 1)V0111.L.

UniVOrSily proteors, an: especially scien-

1: .., loY in policetnen, inn:sus, :0Inikilled and unskilled

hi-:11 in Ql a!: are t;Ludent teacher:3 and

ti . ave result!: wiLh Leachr populaiio,s.

4 ;;11 f ic

:r -: : re-.(-111'.... .1nd accusLo!..(.d to !:,:cio: his o....n dicisioo...,

- 1 :, . ,...i..:: :-.011-), ,It..i:,i!ciy ciL,pc!;ds on sQcial

::;: 10...11 ,u.d ! : ,! oha!)1(. f!.! ;or An:lk.:" , w:-iici.:;,

, .1::.: : LI Tne 111 -h ! per"oh is di.;:-.1tislii.d u.iih 1oop integra-
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tclark:: wnicn 3C ...tore frequently independent :.olutions than

,:!!, And tenth: to :le rejected.

person:: diA2 associat.ed with self .sul:ficienLy leadin;; to significant

ion with -...holastic !niccess and coronary attac+si (a+ is a sirmificant

Yit.n :)ut does not appear for educatocs. Hin;ic therapis ts Lend

lv low in Li L-;

- :;enti:ent interation versus Strei..;tn of Self Sentiment

Cattell's :J;or hiootheis with factor CO is that it represents the

concern about his self concept and social image.

Q. pes.'n show:. socially approved character responses, self control,

con::iderateness of others, conscientiousness, and

cr e...i.c:!:otte and !,.-;:ial reputation. Q. is associated with leaders

ic:11, mechanical, and prod ctive or.ani.:ational activities.

I. : - r1i.. pilot,;, university adminitraLocs, electricians, and

nsychintriL: teci.::icia-s and is related to success in school (Gaueil and

q31. pv cryst:allied for a clear, c0111;i5;tent, admired

1 he.::LiVLOC, to witich he definite efforts to

I. 11 A :
hat i, heih,c here is the

. -

. :>ont J:1(1 rt..:..ard .lor these :-;t;ind,ird::. Both tencht.?rs and

,y the indtvidnalH ;rrationtilly

ant! in tuoil. Perrion:; 1.i.01 in seldom

:1!). .ud per!:onf; in jobf: little :-;c11 expres-

ily! - Htt 0 : v!:n ii i ii
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.L overncniever:- 6ne en,:yr.whievvr UI the '.me

Lh hi.J1 activity lyvel5 are required, pvrior-

2:15 J.)U:!d po:;ttively related LO ror Lhh: rc.i5On, such IL.ritis

p-y.--n:ryl or ';:.!:;:_raLyd drive' -- or, :.ory e%at.117, tic pre:tent term

:.)1 T:at:Cit. LAW dynamic concepLO e::pre!-5 IL het.teIt. than such

and mytapao:::: Iten:-ions" (CaLtell and other5 19 W):1.09).

F-ctor!,

"It i5 cu=onpla.-v mon xperienced ohservvr:: in altoost. any tield of

u:Ideavor 9vri:o.1.-i1 itv and ability icY;ether decide the outcome, their rela-

tive i.:!:)ot.ance to the iorr at achievement invo1v.-2d" (Cattell

ith.ludys motivation and value variahles.

1 pri%larilv attel.oted lo predict achieve-

. Un:ii a iy! vyari: miyht have heen a proper

of pyry-;onality :AoLivation l_12:;IN. This

! er

- c.,:tdyc!yd iv Cattell and otht_r, peronality factors

.1:.ont. a:: dhj

i:, lar.,y1:, tin e:ic tension

IL-.! .t n' lop:.v.v.. in relation to school ;ichic:ver.ient:"

(L.; :t . 1 nye at. a 1 , reatt:- effort

:

tt.. i.,1. it. t II! IL.

. , : : .: t .) i I y r. i :t t:, 0. ..cittevity,.;

..r

t: .. .ttt 1/4-1pv:Lt.:t 1.. tv.

.- c::.11 I it (L... achict.rullet),

. ! t I c r 1-,.1,1-

i and 0.5.
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th"t PJO, i.e. 25 percent 01 the ratr:e ow.erved in achieve-

wi:h v iittelliv,ence variability in tne.particular population"

(Cattell 19"5:311). if the differenee were eliminated, the

in a,..hieveeut would be 75 percent.

Ihurstone, includiur; revcral primary ahilities with intellience,

a:)le to provide to 2 to 3U percent of the variance. "Thu eNpertmental

evtdc.nce on mo:.ivation meaFwre:,, With MAI is 100 YVCcnt tor any precise conclu-

f.i.on 1.o be drawn uhfil checked, but it look!: d. if about 20 wili he

touid assciated :iotivation" (Cattellf19u) :;1!;). Gait:ell claims that with

e. b:,:teries (IPAT, Culture-Fair IQ Te!;t:, luPF, and MAT), nO to 60

perent of t!,e variance in achievement can te u!;timated.

%%If jot,. A: Iv:, i t !

For over 20 years, Cattell and associates have been investiatin;;

moLivati.on and iso:ated the !:eparate factors and components. "Our interests,

attit...des, and motivational habits are not a formlss, chaotic ai.,gregate, but

a ct;nrateristic, discoverable 'simple structure,' in whicn certai, major

tra:tF rypy.:.ediv A.and Out, even people OL ditterent awes and

dittore: (Cattell and Butcher 1.9.,8:;)). IL is .is uwaningful

Lc strem;ths of major motivation !;ources in tne dynamic

r,alm as it to nre abilities and ter.:peramental dimension:;.

Lh OL r:otivational tz*:CLOrs is e:.:amined, appesir to

to r31' cal. led cr:,.s.

`.ler 1.;7c::; (driv,2:-) in that their cnutributory

01,j,..Ct. in common that !,ati:,iy (jU iii d vAriety of

'1:. .:.:::(1:i(t..!:cd 1 ni I rs are t!!nau. i id co:;:::on to all ;:laukind,

1 or. :'ep *.e. lc:Jr:led ;crow) i c attitudes and would
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CHAPTER II

A SURVEY OF RELATED LITE ATURE

There a plethora of research studies i11 tva,.hr education which

relate to predictIn; success. Many have investigated achievement and other

voriables Alvin; eollec as preset-vice. predictors of student teaching or music

teacnin.; .:ccess. These include: home, family, and demographic variables,

exPerientinl and knowlede varia,les, interest, motivation, and personality

:1:1d v.iriuu?; teachin4 tasks or process variables. Otten, relationships

were w.tich .;sited not only in the prediction of potential teaching

b,!t also ai..!ed in cilurselin:, and advisin.; ,..ollege majors. The most

approa.;:n 't!:.r1 to correlate variables to success criteria. Other

invsti.ated t-oups, e.g. success groups, musical and nonmusical

, procedures to look for si.,nificant differences

1,etwecn the 0.. the varibles under investiation. In this manner,

profil-F were ,ilop1d for predictinq ar,d counselint; purposes.

T,ere cats.,oris of research studies in the eneral area of

Mu!:ic studies have investigated mmtrous variables related

to , t !ne lr.lontary econdary school levels well as college.

0.i;e fro..n this sltrve o the lit:dture except as they

Ifftc- vaviaAes.

i-ve,ti.atic:n.. of t..!:e and e: ot vAriow. teaching

. vari.c.le: re 1 it it t lc ant! ldrnin:;
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ial e err. in col let..L. have hen 1:aLit.. These have con-

:en:.rated on collee entran,... variables and their relationship to successful

icvetn:L 13 colle;e. The assumption is that suecet.s in college is related

to :_vachin?', f.:ccess. lhir appears to be valid because mot state.: require

of a kichlor's deree for certification in teaching. Before a

earn. Lhc opportunity L0 succeed or fail in tachin, he must first

Cal.es.'orfes include: success in colle.:,e, student. teaching

n..cess, teachlh.. !twces., field surveys of music educators' Opinions

relatin,. to the validity And usefulness of their colleye course experiences,

anJ exnert.,' opiniohr ai,onL the importance of selected preserviee activities

experiences deemed crucial CO music teachini; sucee!!s.

lint side of :.1usic, :.hre are literally thousand of research investiga-

;ons h:.te::.ted, in fuc manner, to predict. teachi:u., and rtudent teaching

of there are i:.:portant and relate to :Lin; i e education and bear

on :he o:

cu h,1 ,:cvloped a:1 adequate model lot- pre.iiet ii;; teaching success:

con!.iderin.,, the vast amount of re!;L,rch undertaken to investi-

:. !rea. reason Cur thi 'fact that to one has offered

V:;:t. tt., 1 !. and oiqit. LO be.

.1!;, z t With 41!It. i ti!i Co covi..r (111

C oe:.; in the conr: at Chi :Jr proce!41 called

_.t L 'Low; ntore d .11 :i)( I L: 01 1;10 , of f e red

e (); hLr. rt. r

t i i

.-11%* : 'ph ic la.; in 1c:. and t:;:t.

ho toc in !ICtj educaLion.

: : .: iL .11 7! 0



p: trained to catefully scrutiui.:e both the form
aay pieee of thought, would lind it diltioult to attach

scs consistency or loic to the viewpoints varioie lv followed by music
s.:usator. . . . The responsibility, therefore, finally devolves upon
lose who fors: the philosophy of the profession; they must state clearly
Lhe ob.)ectives they helleve to be essential, delineating the areas of
activity a!A the levels of achievement the child should e:-perience in
nt:Hi school :susi. . . . Philosophy's rosponsihility must he first, LO

staLk%ents at sofficient concreteness and specificity that they
ea:: be utilized fey experimental research project::, to ;;ive direction to
rysearch; and second, to use the research now existinr as a gu ide , if

not a final answer, to problems of teaching and learning (Colwell 1967:

liaue further e:.Thasize the importance of philosophy to the music

education prof,!ssion:

'.,:h o1 ..c speik c s philosophy of music education, we refer to a system
of basic belief', which underlies and provides a basis for the operation

r.usical enterprise in an educational settin!;. A philosophy should
:ore as a source of insi!:ht into the total music proram and should
.1ssist :susic tvachrs in dtenuinim: what the musical enterprise is all

anJ sow it sho.:1d operate. A definitive philosophy is useful,
ive!: tar an operation as complex and as important as music

hec!nse concepts, theory, and practice rely on One another
(1.eondrd :ne! !!:se

ii.ces!;in;,, the importance of the relationship of philosophy

r " t :

Is:prtsst relationships between ''what i!.." and ''what ony,ht to be" merit
ex7s,!ely ,.eHtsts. ippraisal, as does the entire area of ki:owldv;e and

asychiss,. There is no substitute for eomin directly or
vi:1:.1o;!s:y ostaet with the most it:Tortatit ideas and posit ion

!sink without actin may result in loss, but to act
prod,xu far worse L:onsequuncs (Madsen and

Sisnr I,eli_eves that J 1.0S0p1.1.' edlICat iOn

theo:-y. :he natsre and value of the arts:

heco!:.e.: :;:or cor.:plex, it is ressohiHie to a:::;mic that
. . 1.a also beot.47, col.plex. nu philosopher

.n spprovs of thH-; ;:ut, a);ain, the fact

"os: -,a' yer" is possible or desirable does not remove the
!sr se:sos,d, careful, ::v!._u!ratie :tater.s.ent,; which help tnal::c the

:: to all who are involved with it. A philosophy,
.-!ss!ivd as :,eta.; "Of a tine," .1n(1 1-11!t aIso 6.'e reco-

.)

;.( t 1 C Only provicie
. (its i:..,: 19:0 .

,).)iii. I d,p,Irt.ure for
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n:Iderlvin,; set of beliefs about

nature a:-,1 val.:e of :11.1., Lc education, is absolutely necessary if one is to

of:ec'..ivelv a:1! soi.ces,;fullv practice his profession. %hat the profession

tJ not per!mwdon dbout dm,' particular philosophy,

bt n, refineent, and careful application of the conunonly held but

larely urefined, and imperfectly applied beliefs now current."

1.970;)

den, and iteimer 1,ijill4ht the dilemma of every

researcher: ..onflietin.; ideas' philosophies, and beliefs must be resolved in

.Lhe desi:1 of Civ reseirch prOject.. The philosophy accepted by the researcher

c.JrIstitutus h s tra..e of reference and affect the kinds of questions he asks

he tets. Leonhard and House coently urge the dew lopment

of philosophy by each and every muzde educator no matter at

o: ional pr.ictick he may be. This iF eSScnCial because

(,nu to determine his "modus operandi." Yet , Colwell states

tha! the ed,..:tion profession as a whole does not ascribe to one philosophy

, t*us, cruatin;!, suriow: void for the music education

tut nuo:i tor philosopher:, to assist music

to clearly fhoe objectives, experiences, and areas of

.!re ior children in public t: 00 The

r--iar er, dosiyn of his st.udy, in essence, makt !. ilvort.;Ini

n_

ILL e. t (I) ::(..110()1 ot t 1101,1'01i

k,! .1 I) 1,1 t. re:c,11.°C.1

. ....... it.1!-, as

ph i t t I ha. . a be 1 a r t o rc...ier

t

:t 1 :
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!Ir..: 1! the area ot predietin,; ,prece: in collei;c, student

le.tcni, and te c. iiasic philosophical areas are related to the develop-

r...vn: of subprohle:.s of this investigation.

The second art.!, relationships amory, accountability criteria, high-

variety. f.valu.it_ive :che:ne!, used in research. .The!:o t6ene rally is into

criterion.or dependent. variables: (1) product in terms of

:0.t h, (2) pr;..t in ..:err.is of observed teacher behaviors, subjective

the teae;.er :ttiperviFors and other:4, and (3) process variables

e0::cerni wft:1 !he relationsnips and interrelationships of the teach-

:Lt. or :.ettin, teacer-pupil, Leacher-administrator, teacher-parent,

other interactions of the classroom clir.;ate affecting the

Tn-:-o:ore, it t.,:as necessary to search the literature for

in t..c e:.i.orion de:lain for mothoolo,;ical doH-.t,n assistance.

,..,;ncu::raLes on siudies which have ut;ed personality and

lor ela:;:fyin:; ihto career categories and

1:1 Le,:chi., and teachiwt ia

art. jifferen-:.e:, fou:Id in person:Ility profiles for t.ten and o:;1efl. special

:dt!..:ifiCS of the research de:iii;ns and the methods used

t

P:o!biCIP.TE :.:Ast:.u...NEn. or :,r,cci:ss

apLity.de LcSt battery wso: developed by Carl

, "".:.: be ea a:.t et..p I i ! predict with

:.:r I Ind Si r C I. lt ,e 1 I s IS t).

i , L I 0;1 a few

-: t- 1;yfnlnes;t. in and norclitsical

I 1-Inuth,
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Al: a..d Colwell have hcia -:ncc.ers.fully within,

).

iv ,;.,!It..,0

and ativisin 5.tudchu..

1. ac(:opted tha:* previous acnievo:aela is onc of the best

pre.!i-Lcr5, Of IntnU .h!heveent. Predictions for 5uct:v!::; in college can

. prccolle.:..e variables.

...ollecc, .11.\.t! fIG!::e kinds of entrance deer: iwu- for freshman

:,!sed c.:!,i,vition of school e:..ptricnce and collee entrance

t corl:..on approach is to 1i` E: school centile

.t-it an A-erivan College Test score (t\ a) or Scholastic

Those students with hi?,her ,tlores are predicted

tor ucce!:s ia

c t:; Lay 11St' ivpc of cnii'ancc tuSt

t pr, cot.' e c,:dc:. such as ,,:';sic theory,

and so lorch. A nu:i:ber of studies have shown

ol enteriv.r, and iestin.,, variables arc useful

. mafior. A :w of t,111.1 best sIvdies

)

)

t aced relations:,i het',:cen ,icted prccollee,e

nonot p,ict and () cv::,n1aLive honor point in

of c.)1lec ;radeAtion as bais

of sindnts

, : %; ;I:2 ;:t1 1 :I'. C 2C) '.! .1 (W.'AT)

. '.Ukien!S
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:,twn .11,d Ath:u,t, 19ni. No etiort WjS made to establish data

on :tederts nte;.iny collo:w and not completin:: the bachelor's degree.

he used t;.e c!rrelation between 111)X and each precoller.e score and between MUP

:)Vc.:011.C'U !core as w11 formulatinl; a multiple ret;res sion equat ion.

predictor tor collcr,e cumulative honor point and honor point in

cm:rses wal. hitt school (centile) rank (r...43, 4=3.44). A combination of

Tri:..,1s, and SAT produced the best multiple correlation coefficient

.ts a pre,!ictor of collcrx cumulative honor point or deree of

ac.tdymi,! !:ureec!:. Coi;bini!ly, iii h school centile rank with Trivis as a pre-

dictor of point ratio had only a slihtly better result

school c ntile rank alone. These correlation co-

rep...r:ed si;n1i.::icant at or above the .01 level. Ernest was

without usinr, any preservice music lest.

:e ;.e.;t predictor, even for music !:tudent!. at the colle:e

1, a ts tod)y the hij, school entile rank (Ernest 19i):2J3-270).

ifillinistered the ets ot lntelliLence and

to-ether wiLh recruit:nn!. lest!; datzi: picture

verbal ability, !!:echanical.

(:;(uirc!:), proviou:; experience, terms

!! t t 1:... fiTSL St. :Id i 1;10 f

: ::: bla!;s instrnynt, 1..,) predict ::hccess for both

ler:: at the i:ov.11 S.hool. Music.

t t t.ho

rt,v; .in;! CS of

ni : r.t ;): 'di.
: Id I., 1 at ed

. -: ....r tt i i, rumen ICI 1
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'e:hilst the re:;.,Its ,:ti-tests sonic justification tor the addition

of non-musical tests to aptitude fatieries, and particularly to
Wirit's, Caere exists a doubt as to which would be most suitable.
Considering; the results of both experiments together, it seems
likely that the most :mitable non-musical tests would probably
vary according to tile social and educational background of

ef:tes, and accodin,; Lo the proportion of the total distri-
buti.on intended to be selc,:ted (Whellams 1970:21).

Whellams WAt relatively thorouith and used all available experimental

vatiale data. Lie ,.1-iterion variables included grades awarded by to

teac::in.t staff over A period of ten months which identified below average

and a'nove aver.ige students. As will be mentioned later, the di!-criminant

analy5is technique which .:hellams used is a very good one for group data.

However, the way in which he used it, for all practical purposes, really

breaks down into a strai..7,ht multiple regression approach because the weights

o:,taincd are similar to re;tression Lhis only holds truL in the two

roup fzluction case, however (Tatsuoka 1971:173).

Lee (l) -:7) e:tabli:iud normative data f midwLst college and univer-

si:v cAusic students on the Gordon Musical Aptifudt! Profile and also

investinted t;.e of the battery for college and university music

:aced the relationships between fre;h!!!an music students'

va: course 1;cades all well the relz,tionships between

t('. :t scores and their ran,ical aptitude is rated by their

!iir,.!culr. Lee .oncludYd:

that all t! :1Wii cal Ant: it ude Prot i

t;)r wiLn . ;c cool :tudents, it serve a!:

f::ective 7!n!;ical aptitude test_ for tu.:e with colle,',e

student.. This conclusi.on re!.t5; on the

(n) :es! !core!: are rea:::onahly rrLia5le for colis;

an: ;r::!d!;:an !:uf;ic sLndents, () Lht. Ct1t. !;cores display

or college anJ irust,;:ytti music

SULISL!; and Total
of riuf:Acill ,ytiLude for u:1,1

(d) test reulLs wor rei,ILLki to

t 0 and

st.n.ki.t: (Le



..; .::: Ve r!: liy y;*: I... )i , Lt l lotnti

: s I s and total to thy mue.ic theory

(;) at the level, :tit;L:...1 (it) f)=.19 not

.1 vi. Ly (S) r". io aiL Lin. .01 It vi 1, n.; Tot al T. sc.

:; %. (::) .1)1 level. Lee concluded that !. 1:icant rela iontdlips

cz .0.11 La at Lim: ct.)ii.t.! ;t! 1::.0 sic MU jOr5.

n!: well as L0 e,:tohlisl. v,i!idit:; tor a college

:c:t :.1!.te.-.0, the invebtiator (Kru;: P02) tn.ed the 14AP hattet'y

Acieve;ent Test. - Collee Entronce with 42

oL City University. Inc t.C4'; %:re given during

1V;2-7-.5 school p2or. A rocIkd :neory :,;cade was

t:y rank orderin,, ;t1 I : tileory Leachers'

; L low ;Ind di v.: d lass int

z ;:c r:1:;;:. 1 l.11 16'4

1:1 .:1 .. U 11.:rOU. 1:O1'kt.i !,1 I i MIL ion ol.

. t-..1 i.."./Ut! to; t avvrao,t;

: t t.t.'ndet1 t 0 Ln

(,:.:tit'

!..., i' . ., ., : I.. ., 1 i : i :t ., ', :..-.1 r:---..' ,

c . ,-.....- ":i 1 i):r.:il 1 : t:

1 ..., I: ::,: FttcLo:. B



2) 1. , . !R !.t)z 1,1411) Tc.!;t. ;Ind

it) A Tor purpt.):i% of :;Ludy to Lie Lel-1,1111c

: . ;: : '2.. o. ;:;113 Al it t.:-; 1 1- a,ivisins!, and cowl:n..10)1;

t

I

1) 9

is 0:1,.n) 1:i t v Univtrs ;!.tncra 1 conclusions was

. 21 A.)! ::udt. t 0..t hal Lt. rt.! tiiii 1101 it,,i ;Lit c suit icient ly

i nliu.i(n! ill .111 trz,

1 t. CO ht. t -0cL2 cl i 2;c. 2i: :1:1,1t (Kr-Itt,t..r 1973:9).

L.t..1)1i.cat ik):1 1; i I

L0 a Ili 0,hly 1(1' ...;rout) Ot EFILL! Lreshman

z 1!,1L1,

'. .t i:: '.1.1.;; I 1.,1c ,:.1 t.:11 ''._. it y

Lm !:c or (1:l.c;:e 1970

: . I .1f.'t i.i ic:11 i , .111k!

. : :..2.; pot ill 01 ent

;),): t;1. I.2! I i 011 .it

y (i: 1I IL:2ot . : t., ,.2 :2 1, 9()2.,. ()I t L.R.U(ly

tY:: 1:1 -.:. ; 1:1;:.111;:t 1)01 lit

t .2L : .

. i :: . .:! Oi Cd t t Ct.

: I ;!i,..11 s 1..V.11.: (1)

:') ..... :ti :' ; , (.) .2.!,-:.1..t p;), ::: : ;21 - /..; : iir()LI.1.2

( ) 1 1!.. 1) ..: t1; i .1! - '.: :22;;!ii ii i :, c I22;. i It! 1.,/r..1,:-.,

.1- -1 :, :.....1; -I... , ;12,11.1; , ,-.11)6

1.-..,:,; : 1, .: .2 .,1; ......1.. ilivc:..t.i-

! : :

t,:c):;(1.1.1.1

I:11 WI.,
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..t :it i 1 rt.1 , t. W.:J.11.i CA' r id' poi tit aver.w,e, hours

: ": py hot; i non-t.s.tis ie a 1 ac t i vii iv:, per week , and

0,!'S act ivit ies per week. For each of t ht: Citret:

La 1: v ica 1 , non-:3u4 i c 1 , and work ac ii , an

: ,"L variance was c::loved in a three by Lwu factorial

h !-:1!.1 le rank (hi.]:, and low pot era ia1). The

t r .!,.".!y:!: variably in each case wa Litt: cumulatiyy grade point

A Ste?Wl:',. 1 171 eAryssion analysis usin,.. three independent

: .. it ivy . rade point avyral..tes was also iv...dem:II:en for each

1!: rt : :; t i ve :Jade point ayy rages

'.:. :a: ) , averal'a., potent jai. (. 001) , and low potent ial

(P2. iz.va students. Sect.:!, t here ;jcrtj f icant

d f y veneer, be t en hi , avLiiL, and 1 poten -

ive ical act iv t (p:....n0 3) . Third,

ft.el:ence!, for thy ':',roups on cumulative ridt point

ave .t: :c.:1 if.";. Flit' Lite r;-..ore , there were no sivaii fi -

: .

i.'it v v3ri1:)1es L-ouL s in a re-,,,ression

cort'u1atio:1 IoLnd hciwt-en activilivs and

: sr onlv tne potential ..,roup multiple

a : L or ry laL ion t wcr

; ; : c t p c i t ( 1 . i 1

, i ,I2near!;

. t t ;)(Itent i d 1

. , t 1..lt did c...$)rirt lc: ti 1:. I

pot e.:t la I (Yr e 1 ly.y lade

J
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:I: rVidt.Vd LO alAIIVWVIIL in colletw. The

. ocLiviiy, Atid work variables afie.ting grade point.

:0 :-rt!:e research. lhis pilot investiKation supported the.

a-sisted this study by direct in:, the focus in inservice

I !tudv :t Fredonia, New York, 01. msic !laors at the
p

,:,:... 1.:

lc t nat. Lon !CUrt:S for keyboard
rudimynts, and pari-writin

Lo total ,.7,rade averagQ!: and grade

: . ..eory t SlaLe llaiversity College,

variahlws cannot he used to
tk level Of. aChi,VcrA2:1I_ in

,%vra ti. !lest u7;eful. independent

!, fn it ldr!',e it,.E-i,er of criteria.

t o: I. he di chool. Grc Averio, Lite

. . : !, variobles ace noL : pct.:-

theory criteria. Ho.....ever, the
:: a:1d Quid i :Si cal i on Test are

tf.c tot..t1 averawc criteria.

ndependent var for
Ihec v ::citeri a, Li, t' Dictation

1: le Mti Theory P1 Ti' st. ant!

/, ;:esi t ot..i -- el:racy ,

from tn Ch:0
::ie,:len;s 01 :.:11!.:Ic

1." vat-iabic- f!):- nredictin.,; the

Y...;or: and !icx:hor(.!

1 ,

): i;1

-). :, ,.:, t

1 ;):,...! ,.;! : ro.::

1 , e -. 1. i..., :::: re s.: ::: i n ...:.,o1

: -1: .....;)- : t .,..: '. , : ; : ,....:,:1;

i . .%i.1 .:.. ,..., !. : :, ,
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loilitudinal prediction pro,;ram in the nation at the

love: currently underway by Poland at The Ohio State University.

Si.!ce ...reshmon clans applicants have been required to complete the

0-io S.are ';II. it: Test Battery, ncat:y 1,0(10 students through 1963. These

.,,re al::'.) required to ;let21 all other university requirements tor

PPLuid developed the Ohio State Diagnostic Music Test Battery in 1952

I' 110. 1. h.!1 Led experimental literature cow: erned with the

ci hehavtors as welt as the kinds of tasks the

aate S:hool of taculty thought students ou,,,hL to be able to do at

.idision 7re.,...hx.an music majors. Poland made no attempt to

1:11. in-)orn and the learned in his behavior samples. "11

1.ocvel*, ::".st. no far we have discovered no cateory of musical

by training" (Polan(i 19f 3:1).

1L ideal into three test sectiops. Teit One, hlements of

(11.sicd t(.1 ....Leasure curtain re::pnnsen to the ifemental calegOrie.S

',1. , .cole, and chords presented in aural in1 visual form. 'Inc visual

.11

,)ie:;,ntation. He feels that the visual aspects of

i::.Dortant I:A.. I: t):''. CO=0:11V accepted aural and

; ;is; 001 1,1. 1')-1 ::2).

!(eco.nitic.n , the !;tud,2n11:z 1'cC0';111LIO11

11.1 y t 1.11. i t

,11 I ,11.;!,,tt .1 t t.

. p , t..1}

-, it t. t e 111 ..

' k

H.,

l i; ,11

I i
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HI LI: School. of tinnic do.-t.! p t-ograniti:

: and h quartr oi a I atcla.! .latch grade point

s'.. :.: L. , i LXL 11 qua r prod IC t IUll beealae

:(.;:: t ,!- S hool of :,Ins . Fur freshman

; SC11001. 01 1er;t1 red 10 LIlt

t.b ut.(rtirt.:motit.s, LILt.. illy L.L:L;L l)i1LLt'l y old havv bet.LL:r

1 130 :{ 01. i CI B Z1Ve 1.:1;;(.' ill order to

OA: .: 1:1 (1; t. ilk! ref.. 1:;end , o :or two- irds kept

i :1 the non- recoi..,:r.,ndtd Icss

. i

.1 H)..1.: :lop I. I:nuts t:;1 niity vot,11 5,:a.,:i;!!,ro11rici did

. .1 p:;rt.:; I.:it. ILL cry 1.11,-,11 did Ullose

..; :

11. -. I : ::1 i.:-; i nd that th
1 !;i..ni 1 is :6111 lowcr Lor vocal

(:).11 . 1 :6:- :,u I r i;,1 1,11. i 41 coo t ha t

t ;Li:. to: y -c-at ranc(. %far i ah I e:. and fi rst:

:: . (:.; ")I 1.1:. (c)1.:-. la t. ion 11 1)rucli ct ud and

.d, I. :1 0: 1 t..,..11'. i:1 it:

, t::((.11 cot

,).

L :

,..lioc:;.

,

t ,:c



.Wt!. ,00d testiug pioram is very useful for advising and

Counleli:t.; a!: well al. :or individualizin instruction. Most research in music

Loi

- .

;lot the lead set by -oland much to thy detrimeu.t. of

Dvor.ik (1 3 .1. pr.:yre!,$), usin the Colwell Music Achievement

Ie.;:s I-IV with ire!h ...hrouh senior undergraduate students at the University

r itulicns furclwr !,111,!;tantiated the claim

I 1::,:du for music :jor with cour:; grades and
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college supervisors of student teachers in music can, should, and actually.

accomplish. While his emphasis was on the role of the supervisor, he found the

following opinions about the music studeat teachers:

The persistent or common difficulties encountered while supervising
student teachers in music include musical problems related to con-
aucting, ear training, and instrumental skills; lack.of classroom
discipline or communication with the children; the narrowness of
music student teachers; and the scarcity of qualified cooperating
teachers. The major techniques used to solve these problems are
conferences, seminars, careful selection of cooperating teachers,
observation, lesson plans, self-evaluation, and demonstration
lessons (Crews 1970:37).

It is interesting to note that listed first are difficulties related to skills

taught in music theory classes and conducting classes. Perhaps a program for

predicting student teaching success might look at the theory variables and

incorporate these in regression equations.

An earlier study which attempted to predict potential cooperating

teacher success was completed by Williams (1958) at the University of Illinois.

lie determined the relationships of cooperation teacher effectiveness criteria

11

to selected factors of musicianship, attitude, and personality.

..)
He derived multiple regression equations for the prediction of coopera-

ting teacher success. This study was unique in approach as it attempted to

refine a very crucial area of teacher training in music. It is likely that the

cooperating teacher has the single most influence over how a music student

teacher will act in the field. Williams developed a Student Teaching Inventory

which ..as mailed to cooperating teachers' former music student teachers.

Positive correlationf: were found between these opinions of cooperatini; teachers'

effectiveness with ratings given them by the University of Illinois supervising

teachers.

He used the IMPI, the IPAT Music Preference Test which measure person-

ality traits via reactions to musical selections, and college records to gather

data for his investigation. While he' found some significant relationships

between success and psychological factors, practical limitations dictate that
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less able cooperating teachers may have to be used because of travel and

availability -:onsideraticins. Esselstrom emphasized this point about cooperating
1.1

teachers' effectiveness, too. Williams' purpose in refining this selection

process was admirable and indicates that cooperating teachers' success can be

predicted. He was able to derive significant -aultiple correlations.

This section so far has highlighted the recent research investigations

in the areasnf predicting music student teaching success. Many of these studies

will be discussed in more detail in Section Three of this chapter as they relate

to the specifics of the design of this present investigation. In summary, a

selected survey of the literature shows that music student teaching success can

be predicted to sane degree of usefulness and accuracy using multiple regression

techniques. The most important variables appear to be college experiences as

indicated by grade point averages in music and other courses, high school tentile

rank, selected personality and motivational variables, and certain measurable

musical variables. It is important to reiterate that prediction programs

incorporated at one teacher training institution cannot be used at another

without further local validation due to the uniqueness of each institution's

music majors. Therefore, these findings in the literature suggest the impor-

tance of validating predictive regression equations in the local setting.

Predicting Teaching Shccess

There are numerous studies in the literature relatiig to predicting

teaching success. The first category of study involves survey effectiveness

investigations which attempt to ascertain the benefits of a particular college's

undergraduate teacher preparation program as far as the opinions of its graduates

are concerned. These studies, while not predictive nor evaluative per se, are

of value because they solicit the opinions of inservice.; teachers. The assump-

tion is that, by maintainim; themselves in the teaching profession, these

teachers have achieved a certain amount of success. Therefore, it is reasonable
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to sample their opinions and views as these may affect future teachers. The

weakness of these studies is that all teachers are considered equal. in success;

therefore; no stratification of teachers into effectiveness groups canbe made

for comparisons of group responses to questionnaire or opionnaire items. Few

studies have attempted this approach.

A second.co.tegory of prediction studies with teachers may be classified

as relationship or correlational studies. These have investigated certain

preteaching variables' relationships to teaching effectiveness criteria. These

are discussed in this review and are often called prediction studies when, in

fact, they are not formulating predictions.

A third area or category might be classified as testing instrument

developmental studies. The usual purposes of these studies are to develop

testing instruments which are reliable and valid for some purpose of identifying

successful teachers.

With prediction studies in teacher effectiveness, everything hinges on

the criterion selected. The criterion domain is discussed in detail in Section

Two of this chapter. Generally, studies have used one or a combination of the

following criteria: (1) pupil gain scores, (2) ratings of teaching effectiveness,

(3) ratings related to classroom environments and' interactions as measured by

the Ryans Teacher Classif.cation Record and the Flanders Interaction Analysis

Scale, and (4) various process kinds of criterion variables (descriptors of

what occurs or doesn't occur). It can be stated to some degree of confidence

that teaching success can be predicted.

Barr, Torgerson, and others (1935) used three tests of personal char-

acteristics and oe personality rating scale based upon 33 personality traits

and found that none of the measures, except possible social intelligence with

an overall composite criterion, and the personality rating, was statistically

significant. The latter correlation was probably due to the halo effect and

the former to some sort of generalized verbal aptitude. They concluded that the

lit
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three criteria employed appeared to measure different things and were not useful

in predicting teaching success.

Erickson (1954) employed seven measures of personal characteristics

derived from the Thurst:one Temperament Schedule and the Sixteen Personality

Factor Questionnaire and correlated these to supervisory ratings, self ratings,

peer ratings, and pupil ratings. Consistently low coefficients of correlation

were reported and did not differentiate or 1..redict success.

Singer (1954) investiated the relationship of social competency to

teacher effectiveness-as defined by a supervisory rating criteria. Statistically

significant and positive correlations, while not high, were found which offer

soma promise for further investigation.

Schwartz (1950) developed from the 16PF new tests to cover jokes, tempo,

absence of questionable preferences in readings, perceptual speed of closure,

inability to state logical assumptions, suggestibility, cube perspective,

deomotor speed, ratio consonant/dissonant statements recalled, ratio purposeful

to chin... ' observation and memory, two hand coordination, immaturity of opinion,

impairment of memory by emotion, reaction time, body sway, suggestibility and

perseveration with supervisory rating as the criterion. A multiple correlation

(R=.74) was found for three measures: two hand coordination, reaction time, and

the Washburne Social Adjustment Inventory and the rating criterion. Montrose

( 195.') followed by Scimal-t:,'s study and found substontial agreement with his

andins which makes Lbei,1 somewhat more interest:ins', from a predictive standpoint

ti'an the results Iran isolated studies.

Jones (1956) correlated rcorcs on a number of measures of temperament

to a composite :;cores on measures of disposition rigidity,

:Ictiviiy, restraint, ascendance, and soci;,bilily correlated

(sriterion. Barr slates, "The findin;;s are significant

because they . . . indicate that temperament measurement may he a fruitful field

for predictor: of teaciier effectiveness" (Barr 1961:105).
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Flanagan (194) investigated the Minnesota MUltiphasic Personality

Inventory, (MMPI) in relation to teaching; effectiveness and found hysteria and

masculinity significantly related to teaching success. 1k also found an inverse

relationship for depression for women. Looking at the patterns of responses, he

found that men scored significantly different from women.' He concluded that the

MMPI has good possibilities as a predictor of teacher effectiveness and deserves

wide use as a screening device and as clearance test. It should be pointed out .

that the MMPI is a pathologically oriented examination which attempts to separ-

ate normals from abnormals. It has been used extensively in the literature thus

supporting some of Flanagan's predictions about its potential.

Shanks (1969) in a study of concept' achievement in science and patterns

of teaching behaviors found that high achievers demonstrated certain personality

traits which set them apart from low achievers. These high achievers were goal

oriented women and self directed while low achievers lacked self discipline and

self confidence. "These findings indicate that more attention should be given

to and more of an issue made for the identification and evaluation of the person-

ality functions related to successful (science) teaching behavior" (Shanks

1969:28).

Lamke (191) concluded that the responses of good and poor teachers did

not fell into two well defined and characteristic patterns as measured by'the

16PF. Several patterns e::ist for good teachers and probably several more for

poor Le-wheys.

gecatuu, criterion development has been the laj or obstacle to predicting

teach ins, uece!;s, Ftudies have concentrated in this rtrea. These are dis-

cussed in Section Two. Generally, it can be concluded from studies in the

neriod l';2.4 to 19')1 ihat certain aspects of teaching !uccess can be predicted

to sme de5;ree of usefulness. The crucial point is the selection of the criterion

variable. r:ven so, factors which appear to be significantly related to teaching

success are: collee success in variaus areas, family background and sociom
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economic level, personality and - attitudinal factors, and intelligence. For a

more thorough discussion of the literature in the general education area of

predicting teaching success, the reader is referred to the writing of A. S.

Barr (1961).

(1,

Predicting Music Teachinik Success

Benner (1962) investigated the relationships between (1) ari inservice.

rating of music teachers (the criterion variable), and (2) the teachers' grade

point averages in ten selected undergraduate areas as well as their centile

rank on The Ohio State Psychological Test (the predictive variables). The sample

included 100 graduates of The Ohio State University who had received a bachelor

of science degree in music education between 1958 and 1961. At the time of the

study, these teachers had taught from 1 to 4 years.

tic, found the following significantly related to music teaching success:

(1) student teaching -ade point average (p>.01), (2) music education methods

grade point average (p>.05), and professional education sequence GPA (p>.01).

None of the other 8 variables was.sign!.fizant.

i similar study was conducted by Borkowski (1967) who found little

relationship between the quality of work in undergraduate courses leading to

a music education degree and teaching success. lie investigated 53 West Virginia

high sc:Iool instrumental music teachers who had at least 3 years of teaching

experience. his criterion variables included: (1) pupil performance in which

8 pupils per teacher were tape recorded and the performances judged by a jury

of experts, (2) pupil knowledge in music history and theory, and (3) band per-

formance by a jury of experts who heard festival tapes of the directors' bands.

hi% also used a self rating as an experimental variable: the hand directors

rated themselves as ro their playing proficiency during lollege on their major

instrument.

Borkowski couLluded that lack of interest in pupils or in teaching may
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result in less effective teaching while quality of undergraduate work is in no

way a measure of the teacher's adaptability or Ileibility to adjust to different

needs, persons, and situations. "Attitudes, rigid value systems, and personality

\are all factors which may influence, the effectiveneeS of tne teacher more than

the quality of his work in undergraduate courses" (Borkowski 1970:143-144).

Strub (1957) investigated 105 successful and unsuccessful public school

music teachers in Missouri and found that superior teachers excelled in college

grades in general as undergraduaces as well as in age and experience, years

of marriage, number of college degrees, and musical training before college.

Lutz (1963) investigated the professional backgrounds, experiences, and

personality characteristics of 103 instrumental music teachers in Kentucky. He

developed an Opinion Rating Form for administratOrs, fellow teachers, and students

CO use in evaluating the instrumental music teachers and an Instrumental Music

Teacher Questionnaire to gather data about the teachers. Participants furnished

the names and addresses of their administrators, fellow Leachers, and students.

One rating was gathered in each category and a composite rating was used for the

criterion variable. The MMPI gathered personality information useful to his

study.

The 103 high t..chool instrumental music teachers were stratified into two

groupE: (1) successful (N=75) and (2) unsuccessful (N=28). Mean profiles for

the 5;roup:7 were established on variables of professional background, experiences,

and personality charact.2ristics. The Chi Square technique was used to test for

si'Anificant differences between the i;roups on each experimental variable.

Lutz found that successful high school instrumental music teachers tend

to haw, less college teaching experience than the unsuccessful group. The

successi:L1 expericed less solo competition at the high school level and

was !-omewhit youiwor and satisfied than the unsuccessful group. He found

sinificant differences, in personality characteristics in three MMPI areas:

(1) depression, (2) psychopaLhic deviation, and (3) psychasthenia. From this



92

analysis, he concluded that successful high school instrumental music teachers:

(1) are less committed to compulsive or neurotic behaviors, (2) are less moody

and better able to reconcile their internal problems and concerns, (3) are more

capable of deep emotional response, (4) are better able to profit from experi-

ence, (5) have.d higher degree of emotional morale and are better able to mani-

fest normal optimism with regard to the future, (6) strive to a higher degree for

social approval, (7) are less hostile, (8) worry less and are more flexible in

meeting day to day situations, (9) have broader interests, (10) are less subject

tc introversion and tend to be more people oriented, (11) tend to be happier,

(12) are more self satisfied with regard to their professional and personal

lives, and (13) are more self confident than unsuccessful instrumental music

teachers (Lutz 1963:117-118).

These differences, while significant, were in degree rather than in

direction. The 101PI , ;coup profile for the successful group was very similar to

Cl a um.;uccessful group. The unsuccessful group scored higher. on 14 scales which

indicated that the successful group had a lesser degree of undesirable person-

ality characteristics (Lut:: 1963:121).

Bullock (1973 in progress) is investigating selecting personal and

professional qualilic:; cori;.ion Lo a group of superior junior high school instru-

mental music teacher!, in ::ew York stale excluding New York City. This is a

f.Irther attempt_ to refine findings. Thu basic assumption being tested

is that successful music teachers have a pattern of identifiable attributes

which, when measuL.ed, will reveal a model profile of a successful junior high

school instrument:hi 1-11FiC teacher. The strength of such attributes as person-

ality, attitude, self-concept, and work satisfaction as well as the interactions

i:etWut21 t:)(2!:c trait:-; should reveal this profile which he feels is undefined at

Liw pre:.ent iii. (Bufloc 19,2:1).

Bullock is usilL; interesting criterion - peer niiinations - for

dvermining his successild group of instrumental music educators. The sample
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will be nominated by high school instrumental music teachers in New York state

and by experts.. A total of 53 counties and 102 high school instrumental music

teachers, and two experts will be involved in the selection of the junior high

school music teacher sample.

Bullock is using four measures to gather data. for the experimental

variables: The :;aaeriei:TrainiJwandiceuestionnaire (TEQ) developed by him

to examine personal and professional training and experience, the Personal

Interview Questionnaire (PIQ) also developed by him to examine in depth qualities

of training, experience, personality, and job satisfaction, the Sixteen Person-

ality Factor Questionnaire (16PF) Form A to cAamine basic personality traits,

and the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire to examine employment satisfaction.

He is tape recording the interviews for further analyses and plans to use

multivariate analysis of variance techniques. His study appears to be a well

planned and a much welcomed investigation.

Fosse (1965) investivated criteria which could be used to predict the

future teaching effectiveness of persons intending to become high school band

directors. what he actually did was to develop profiles for four categories

of band directors. He investigated the relationships among five categories of

affective variables to the four groups of band directors. These were:

1. Biographical characteristics of the subjects including
family back.4round and marital history.

2. The sub:0:-ts' musical education and experience before,
during, ant' after college.

3. The su',Iects' teaching experience.

4. The subjects' psychological attributes Ot the time of

ti,e study.

5. The factors in the subjects' teaching environments at
irA 01 t.ie :::_ndv (Fosse 1%5:2).

The sne-osF criterion which was used to stratify his sample was tie

rating awarded to each band director in the 1901 Illinois State Music Festival.

He also investigated band directors who did not enter their bands in the Festival.
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The sample included. volunteers teaching in Northern Illinois gor at

least 3 years:. (1) Seta was composed of seven band directors who received a

superior rating, (2) Set II were those receiving an excellent rating (N=10),

(3) Set III band directors received a good rating (N=S), and (4) Set IV

directors dichnot enter the festival (N=8) for a total sample of 30 high

school band directors. None of the subjects was aware that he was being

assigned a rating of music teaching success relative to the Illinois Festival

rating of his high school band. While one may criticize this limited definition

of music teaching success, it does make sense. It is probably no worse than

using a composite rating from the building principal .and music supervisor.

These Festival ratings were awarded by three music adjudicators independently

using the same scale rating form and then summed for a single rating criterion.

Nonparametric statistics were used in this study: Kruskal Wallis One

Way Analysis of Variance, Fisher Exact Probability Test, and the Chi Square

Test. One of the staff programmers at Northwestern University suggested the

use of the discriminant function for comparing differences among the four groups

and to produce weights useful in predictive equations (Fosse 1965:82). This

technique had not been used at Northwestern with a small group of subjects until

this study.

Out of a total of 350 individual variables gathered in the 5 affective

categories, 33 ordinal variables were found to be significant at the .05 level.

Two verbal analyses of the data were made and included noninterpretative sketches

of the four 5et!'. o: suhj(q-Ls and the psychologicalinterpretzlcions of coded

pi-hi:Lies of the typical subject from each set by a psychologist.

F0:;se used the :En, college records, and checklists to gather data. He

nterviewed each; c.ubject. well as visiting the schools in which they were

teaching music. ;:ith few exceptions, Fosse found that most of the variables

selected for use in the equations were concerned with the subjects' psychological

scores, basic personality traits. The most noticeable exception was the subjects'
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fathers' occupational status (Fosse 1965:269). There have been many indications

from Cattell's research to indicate that significant relationships between home

environments and personality variables exist.

Set I band director's basic personality referred to aloofness with well

repressed hostility. He used his profession as a source of security, was

energetic, ambitious, and methodical in his work. Administrators would look

upon the Set I director as an ideal type of teacher. Fosse concluded that

the Set I director would appear to be a technician, pleasant and easy to talk

to within an aura of restraint. With his students, he will exhibit calm, self

control bu: when serkously frustrated will resort to anger such as yelling,

throwing physical objects, and, in some schools, by assaulting students. After

this type of behavior, he will rationalize his actions by displacing the guilt

onto the students (Fosse 1965:270-272).

The Set II director is more relaxed and warmer than the Set I director.

While this may cause him to be better liked, it also may lead him to be less

critical of under achievement of pupils. He will be more relaxed in mundane

tasks such as ordering, sorting, and distributing music, planning concert

programs well ahead of performance dates, and setting up a student officer

organization.

The Set III director came from a significantly higher socioeconomic

status that sets him apart from the first two directors. He is presently working

in an occupation with lower status than his father's. Whether this phenomenon

represents an unconscious desire to escape from an authoritarian figure cannot

be assumed by Fosse's data; but, psychologically, the :let III director has

difficulty in relationships with authority. figures. He appears to have diffi-

cul v handlin his entire situation since he exhibits anxiety and depression.

He is considerably disorganized in his teaching, rehearses his band considerably

more times and has more sectional rehearsals than the Set I director, receives

considerably lower ratings, and in times of higher activity, starts projects
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or programs that he does not carry through. He 4s2 submissive toward anyone

with an authority image. "When asked to complete forms, he will do so with

alacrity, and may he overly .zealous in completing them" (Fosse 1965:274). He

will be eager to present a pleasant image on first acquaintance, but his overall

dissatisfaction wi!1 tend to cause friction inside the relationship.

The Set IV director was significantly older than the others. Psychologi-

cally, he does not have the drive of the first two which also substantiates

Cattell's findings that a';e is a significant factor in submissiveness and drive.

The Set IV director was the most reluctant to complete forms or psychological

tests; and the psychologica] report noted lack of interest, depression, and

uneasiness under supervision or scrutiny (Fosse 1965:275). There was no attempt

to define the effectiveness of the Set IV director in relation to the other

directors.

Mirth (19:.1) studied the personality and temperamental characteristics

of 316 school music Leachers, 10 percent of whom were rated best by a panel of

experts, using the and the ELIELLTILIImzlEgIELLEsIlLaLILL!. The top 10

percent considered themselves Lo be most satisfied and differed from the other

certificated music teachers in general mental ability, perseverance, persistence,

and exceeded the others only in ;;enerai intelligence. No personality pattern

differ-ciliation was eviuent. The total music teacher group was found to be more

self sufficient, accepting, outgoing, understanding, permissive, confident,

self secure, les:: tense an:1 anv.ious, more active, and possessed more leadership

qualitie!, and were more emotionally stable than the gPneral population

(Barta 19.:107).

Another area possible importance bearing on the problem of predicting

YUCCcF,S in Llusic revolves around the area of reasons ior which persons

re:Anin in or leave tiler 0111:;iC 1.0.1chill profession. it i s 1101 assumed that

persons leave the profesfdoi, because of inability, t! cc may be certain motiva-

tional, attitudinal, and/or personality characteristics influencing these

=g4r.:;
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decisions. If the reasons for leaving or .not entering the music education pro-

fession are similar, it may be possible for corrective measures to be undertaken

during the undergraduate music education experience.

Calder (1962) investigated the causal factors for male music education

graduates Of 9 Pennsylvania teacher training institutions leaving the music

education profession. A secondary purpose was to determine the causal factors

for qualified malt Mil6ie education graduates of these institutions not entering

the profession. The sample was limited to graduates during the 1950-59 period

for questionnaire analyses. A total of 163 respondents completed the ques-

tionnair,:s.

Calder item analy4cd his questionnaire and found a general consistency

of responses. Furthermore, 15-follow-up interviews provided an additional

consistency figure. Through L-tests, he found the following to be most

significant:

1. Opportunity for other positions offering better salaries,
better 'corking conditions, or more prestige.

2. Opportunities for advancement too limited in public school
music teaching (Farvell 1904:49).

O

0.her factors related to equipment, disinterested administration, musical

standards, teachin;; schedule, nn:onducive student attitude, need for additional

L.slployment, lack; of adminisLrative respect for the music teacihers' abilities,

chane in standard of living values by the teacher and his family, and dissatis-

faction with the speciality of music teaching;.

The 'five iT-Apuciant reasons for s;radualeg not entering the profession

were: (1) unsatisfactory L:aximum salary, (2) low starting salary, (3) oppor-

tut:ity for a position offering a better salary, better working conditions, or

more presti5;e, (4) limited opportunities for advancement in public school music,

and (5) musical immaturity of public school students (Farwell 1964:50).

01. hinehart (1903) in a similar study of Florida State University School

ci Music graduates from 1930 dirough 1.956 received a 72.4 percent return from
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an original sample of 377 possible respondents. Ito found that 60 percent' of the

men and 45. percent ail the wowen teaching music at that time had seriously

considered leaving the profession. Re concluded that over .70 percent of the

respondents felt that inadequate salary, unsatisfactory space facilities,

inadequate equipment, poor class scheduling, and an inadequate budget were the

prime reasons for lonvini: the profession (White 1965:45).

Studies by SnApp (1953), Sperry (1958), Michael, Barth, and Kaiser (1961),

Bunyard (19o3) , White (1967) , and Bodanske (19u9) concluded the same general

those mentioned above. If one looks closely at the reasons for

leavinc the profession, he is impressed by the fact that these teachers should

have known about the ehtenuaLin:; and adversive circumstances before entering

the profession and before completing; the degree in music education. It is quite

possible chat tnese teacher!: simply took the degree in order to assure themselves

of employ...lent. Salary, working conditions, scheduling, and other conditions

should be brou,;ht Lo the aItention of pvospeclive music educators. Recent

studios in this ar.!a mav de,onstrate more teacher stability in music due to

significantly higher salacics; median salaries doubled in the period 1960 to

1970.

Additional contemplation of the reasons for leaving the profession

center round personality and motivational variables. It appears that these

le:Ichers: (1) ieall did not understand what they were getting into as indicated

by their reactions to their !;tudents, (2) did not appreciate or have a cognizance

of the salary lev/1,:, (3) did not foresee administrative disinterest and/or

conflicL, and (4) 0,enerally were not prepared for the human relations and living

aspects of the music ioaching Ltet. From these studies, one can conclude that

most of these variables that relatv to leaving the music education profession can

he determined before entrance, e.g. sometime during the undergraduate curriculum.

if there drives, sentiments, and personality traits can he diagnosed early,

advising and counseling may.he more effective. For this reason, it was decided
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that personality and motivation wuuld be the primary emphasis of this present

.research investigation.

A final area of re:learch which may relate to prediCting music teaching

success centers round the general area of evaluation of undergraduate music

education programs. Most of these studies have solicited responses from

graduates of the institutions under investigation by questionnaire. These

opinions arc then supposedly used to 'revitalize the teacher preparation

curriculum. Studies by 1son (1958) at The Ohio State University and

Taylor !1969) of aryland music edticators along with numerous others of lesser

quality have one ha:.;ic fault that cannot be overcome in the design. They did

not discriminate between the answers of superior versus loss outstanding groups

of music educators. Without some kind of criterion, the results of the ques-

tionnaire analyses arc of dubious value.

A related area of research relating to predicting music teaching success

is ::ound in the general area of testing and evaluation. Snapp (1953) using the

Strew; technique constructed an interest inventory with appropriate scales for

use in counseling colle:;e level music students. Interest factor items were

selected and a forced choice section was developed concerning musical person-

alities which identifiedmusicians by name in 8 general categories. Also

in,lnded were items requiring an estimate of job satisfaction for these kinds

of musicians. The inventory was validated by criterion groups of college music

theory teachers, college applied teachers, public school music teachers, and

symphony rusician:.. reported .were .93 for the entire inventlry

ai:d .62 for the musical personalities section (Cady 1967:141;142).

Watkins (1958) developed a forced choice instrument for use by junior

high school pupils Lo evaluate Lheir music student teachers. Descriptive

sketches of favorable and unfavorable traits in music teachers were submitted

to a jury of experts for content validity. Today, Watkins has developed and

enpanded this scale for use in evaluating junior high school music teachers by
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adult and studeat raters.

Gray (1 'J) made initial steps toward a standardized battery of tests

in music education as miimal standards examinations. he enamined the curricula

of 63 state universities and compiled items similar to all. The instrument was

validated by faculty opinions. The development of this instrument, according

to Cady, may be considered the first attempt toward a standardized music

achievement test battery for the aceredidation of music teachers on a nationwide

basis (Cady 1967:143) .

Since 1957, the National Teacher Examination, published by the Educa-

tional Testing Service, has included arPexamination in music education. Lehman

ei :iphasizes the fact that those tests have no official status, and, while confi-

dential, are used by a considerable number of school districts. lie believes

0:a, at least two of ihe assumptions on which the test is based are to some

e::tent faulty:

lzirst, it assts....vs Chat the music teacher should be more or less

equally familiar with all phases of music teachin,; from the
elementary school through the secondary school, instrumental
and vocal. Second, it assumes that there is one correct way
to accomplish a given task, and that althou!;h we must recognize
individual differences in students we need not recognize
individual difierenees in tcacher (Lehman 1969h:23-24).

The te!;t does not ate:.:pt: to measure personality, interest ia children, teaching

e:octiveneF.s, 1-:usicianship, nor ability to motivate learning. Lehman states

that the te!:t may I useful in eliminating obvious mist its through preliminary

!,reeuin, and it uLiv orovid a h!asure of objectivity when a few teachers are

to be (..:!0:;c:1 ailon: a number of applicants. "It is wholly unsui,ed

;or u.`. i: as a c;i:crio:1 fo: pculotion, tenure, or sal.try inereases"

(1,hmin I9o9b:24).

Not to ';ivc c:,1y, the Educational Testily; Scrvicc in 1972 inaugurated

the Sc,:ool Pcrso.-Inel i:c-cdech mid hv!luation Proram (SMESP) which

includes a "Common r.::amLn;ltion" battery comprisilL; profciona1 education,

written English expression, social studies, literature, and the iine arts,
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science, and mathematics. There are also 20 "Speciality E aminations" including

one in music education. Ihe program is intended for a variety of purposes

such as evaluating the effects of inservice training for educational personnel,

and for gatherine backround data on the educational staff. The exams are

similar to the National Teacher Examinations but are more flexible in that they

can be given at any t ime.

The examination in music is designed for the generalist and may be

appropriate for the music supervisor but may work to the disadvantage of the

outstanding choral or instrumental music teacher. The exam assumes that the

teacher will function primarily as a conductor. The members of the Music

Educators National Conference Commission on Instruction concluded:

ETS wisely cautions that these examinations should not he used
1 themselves and that they measure only a portion of the
kowledge and skills required . . . It (the test) suffers from
nearly all the shortcomings attributed to objective tests in
recent years by critics of standardized testing. A number of
test items have no single answer that experts would agree is
clearly superior to the others. Other items are based heavily
upon oversimplification or generalization. Others are naive;
still others are based on trivia. The professional education
portion of the Coms:on Examinations is afflicted with many of
the ills of the music education examination, though to a much
lesser extent. No information concerning reliability or
validity is provided for any of the examinations . . . The

usefulness of the music education examination, particularly,
is extremely limited at best. It surely must be one of ETS's
least successful efforts (Lehman and others 1972:413-414) .

The Educational Testing Service also publishes a music test as one

of the advanced tests comprising the Graduate Record E::amination. The content

the test is limited to history and literature which tends to exclude students

in composition, perl.ormance, music education, and conducting. In concluding

this section, no battery of tests has yet been able to discriminate sufficiently

aong successful cad unsuccessful music educators.

Despite the exitenco of these tests, all of which are more or
less specialized in nature, the need for evaluative devices in
music far exceeds the experimental and developmental work being
done in the field . . . Music education constitutes a unique
blend of skills, knowledge, and affective behaviors, and some
of those aspects which are most important also happen to be the.
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Most difficult to measure. The arts in education are intended to
make a contribution to the improvement of the quality of human
life, but how can one measure such improvement quantitatively?
Traditional measures of income, leisure time, and the number
of material conveniences available are certainly quite inappro-
priate in makin:; i; qualitative determination of this nature

(Lehman 1969b:24-'2.j).

Section One of thif: chapter has discussed selected related literature

in the areas of predietiw; college, student teaching, and teaching success. The

followieg are offered as stsmary conclusions derived from the literature

affectin;: this present research investigation.

1. Success:. in college can be predicted to a reliable and valid degree

of accuracy in criterion areas of specific music courses, grade point averages,

ratings, and rankings of success. The best predictor for college achievement

is previous achievement usually exemplified by the high school centile rank.

W!rious test batteries of personality, musical aptitude, and musical achieve-

ment can further Llprove the power of the predictions. Underlying these previous

behaviors which predict future behaviors are intelligence factors.

Because success in college is a predeterminer of potential success in

music teaching, it .,:as decided to use only music educators who had matriculated.

In mo::L ,!Later, i- a i:andatory require;:lent fo certification. Before any

research investi:;ation can predict potential success irom various preservice

variahl,,s, it war i::iperalive to investigate successful teachers. One cannot

assure that certain achievement factors as exhibited in college relate to music

Leachin :!.tccos!., the literature being quite inconsistent in this area. The

decision vi1:; made o narrow the topic of this study to the personality Ind moti-

vational characteristic:. of music educators since these seem to affect not only

college success but also success in other categories. Intelligence information

weu!.d Irom one : :cafe (Factor B) of thc selected 16PF test. Because

of the numbers o! teachers involved in this study, it was determined that

it would he very difficult i o obtain college transcripts for each participant.

Therefore, college experiences per se were not to be under investigat ion.
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2.' The literature in the area of predicting student teaching success

was varied and inconclusive. Yet, one overriding concern kept evolving.

Personality variables when included with other demographic and experiential

variables seemed to contribute the MDSt power or account for, the most variance

in the predictive re:;ression equations and profiles. S%udies by Morgan,

Anderson (191)5) , Duda, and Williams emphasized this point while studies by

Turrentine and others which did not investigate personality variables and did

not produce as many sinificant findings useful for predicting success.

One of the problems in the literature appeared to be the selection of

the criterion variable, usually a composite rating, ranking, or grade in student

teaching. When grades in methods courses were correlated to student teaching

grade, positive correlations were found With less significant ones for ratings.

This may demonstrate the halo effect of ratings since many of the student teacher

sul)ervisors taught the student teachers in methods courses. Anderson (1965)

conducted the only ',Ludy which attempted to compare student teachers to certi-

ficated and experienced music teacners, and his findings are of dubious value.

Therefore, one cannot ascertain whether music student teaching success per se

in related to music teaching success.

3. Because of the interesting findings that personality and motivational

variables contributed most; to predictions of music student teaching success,

it was decided to concenLraLe on these variables in more detail in this study.

Morgan' study was mo:;1 helpful in contributing to the design of this present

study and will he discussed in more detail in Section Three of this chapter.

However, in order to predict success one must first define a group of successful

r.usic educators and see if this group relates to a music student teaching group.

pa Lure of thi:; vublvm provided the rationale for this invesii-

gaLion that it should coacenLraLe on the music educators first and attempt

secondly to cross validate any findings with a group of student teachers in music

as well as another music educator group. In other words, the music student
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teachers per se were not under investigation except for cross validation

purposes.

4. It was recognized in the literature that a problem could be anti-

cipated in the criterion domain. The most conunon criterion was some kind of

supervisory ratiw.;. Because a similar criterion was needed for both the music

educator and music student teacher groups, the investigator decided to use a

composite rating as the criterion. However, the interrelationships of ratings

varied as showh by Eriekson (1954) and Morgan (1946). Anderson (1965) found

high inter judge reliabilities among cooperating teachers and supervisors; yet,

it could be hypothesized that these ratings were made from the same frame of

reference. Therefore, five ratings were selected for investigation: pupil,

cooperating teacher, supervising teacher, peer music student teacher, and

self ratings. Those would be appropriately weighted after analysis in order to

derive a composite satins vriterion, e.g. like Morgan's residual rating criterion.

5. Because many of the studies in the literature used student teachers

from one specific instilutioa, usually the degree granting institution, this

investigator decided to try to get a cross section of music student teachers

from sis Illinois Leacher training institutions and from the writer's univer-

sity. This provided a multifarious music student teacher sample in terms of

training', experience, 1.1usicianship, and background similar to those persons in

the music educator sample. Ey using only University of Illinois music student

teachers, a highly select sample (and probably a biased one at that) would be

evolved. ThereLuis, the literature showed that music student teaching success

could be predicted is some desree of accuracy, and it was decided to attempt to

further clarify this area in this present study.

. The stndis: in predicting teaching and music Leaching success were

generally positiVt depeading upon tiic criterion selected which is the crux of

the problem. In she general education area, teaching success can be predicted

to some degree of accuracy. The studies in music have indicated that college
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factors are not related to music Leaching success, that music ianship ia not

related to music Leaching sucCess (probably due to the difficulty of a music

test Jiscriminatin:; amoni; musicians), that student teaching success may be

related to music teachin,; success, and that personality, experiential, and

background- variables may be related to music teaching success.

Without discussia!; the specifies of the designs because these will be

discussed in Section Three, this investigator decided to concentrate on the

relationships and interrelationships of personality and motivational variables

LO music teachin:; !meccsn to the exclusion of other variables. Opinions from

teachers who have left the profession tend to support this investigation in

that the reasons they leave are not only for higher salaries but for other,

deeper rooted motivational reasons. Studies by Lutz, '. :ink, Barth, and Fosse

hi-,hli:ht the importance of personality variables to music teaching success.

ihe dusining a prediction study is in tho selection of

Cie eni:vriun. T,-;o emphasi.Lus this important area.

Published te:;Ls in the area of music teacher education have not been

consit.t2tly valid ro be useful in predicting success. Therefore, these tests

wore ;,clecLed beeanse :he iavesciaLor felt that personality and motivation

tests pL'0bably beLL(c deilne the dir.ensions relatin;', to trait differences among

Leach,2r:% ti,an do voeatiocial !nidanee or interest batteries.

A further real.on t.upported in the literature for concentrafinr, on the

personality and ti!aHvat.in:, variables useful in predicting; music teaching success

oi:ored 1,v Cady:

::ith so many aven_.; opened up and yet to be t.telly c:Tiored,

it be rereit_ahle to let the work of i;ohavoe (Molan).,
Snapp, and !;:atkins, foe example, disappear without i:urther

. . . rcplc;:tion amon researchers is an honorable
endavo: (Cady 1').-*/:150).
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Another reason is offered by Pi'ince:

In summary, replication of important research projects in music
education is greatly needed to provide more secure evidence
concernity, vital questions . . In contradistinction to the
practice in historical, philosophical, and analytical research
in music education of seekini unique topics for study, the
practice of replication in experimental and some descriptive
research in music cdukation should be avidly pursued
(Prince 1970:10.

It was with the above in mind that this research investigation was

undertaken. in conclusion, it appears that technique, tools, and instruments

are available, which, to so.ne degree of accuracy, can predict college, student

teaching:, and music ..ea,:hin; success. This review of the literature encouraged

the writer 10 pursue this area in depth.

L;ECTION T:0: TEACHER ACCOUNTABILITY CRITERIA

the literature pertainin:4 to teacher effectiveness and success is

unherin.' 2,000 or more studies since the 1920's. Fosse states:

Inc er.ax of Lilc problem caur.ed by this bounty is that the

resoar.,:er must: (i) develop (or adapt) a classificatory
system for dealin.; with various criteria of "effectiveness"
and ,:lassec. o!: "predictive" variables and (2) present his
review of the previous research in such a manner as to be
r:.presenta!_ive cad telbiased (Fosse 1966:73).

th bid:. 0:: the -cerearcher is going to be present simply by the

de3L!; be accepts tor implementation of his research invusti;lation. It is

im?ortaht: aL point to mention a few of the present approaches used to

evaluate instr.tction in the schools and the proble!rs presented by them.

No reyk-arch nIudv an adapt d co:vieLe :nodel to cover all the aspects of the

Lk-whin- :,,v::evv!', an inves ;.ation can alLer.ipt Lo be as complete as

posriible within the normal limits of time and money.

('L Lite difficulties in evaluatin me:ie teachers relates to

previow; phileso?nical discussion. Without one :n philosophy, no

sinle test, battery of test!i, ratins, process jud,,,ments, and so forth can be

used for all music teachers. 1 wman :.ay::, "Many persons are Of the opinion that

4
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the failure of music educators to define their objectives in precise and

specific terms has been the ',V0atest single obsi;acle to the meaningful evalua-

tion of musical instruction (Lehman 1969b:427).

Today., basic decision making roles are being delegated to management

consultants, systems analysts, cost accountability specialists, program

planning and budgeting specialists, and administrators and supervisors within

the teaching profession. Everyone is concerned with education be he taxpayer,

legislator, parevt, student, or combination of the above. Through legislative

mandates enacted by state legislatures, new evaluation programs have been imple-

mented. These may be Program Planning and Budgeting Systems (PPBS), Program

Evaluation and lteview Techniques (PERT), or a host of other approaches found

in the literature. That persons are concerned with educational accountability

is a fact. Today, a total of 32 of the 50 states have some type of law about

educational accountability on their books (Killackey 1973:23). Many needs

assessment programs are including local patrons as well as school staff members

in all curriculum areas, the writing, implementing, and evaluating of the

instructional prora1.1, state department and other "experienced" evaluators to

.

make on Cie spot assesments of a school district's etfeftiveness, and plans

for continued inscrvice training for educators. Music education must be in(luded

in ac,r,essment. and accountability plans if funds are to he forthcoming.

Other ,stoup:; interested in evaluation include the National Assessment

Program snpported n the Carnegie Corporation, the Ford Foundation, and the

U. S. Oifice of ais:cation, and administered through the Exploratory Committee

to A!.ness the Pro,;ress of Education. Data are being collected for boys 'and

girls separately in geographical regions, northeast, southeast, middle west,

r : ,:ltd lot a %k. 9 13, 1 , and adult; for large cities,

small cities, suhuri,an areas, and rural areas; for upper and lower socioeconomic

levels. While it will he unlikely that an individual would be asked to partici-

pate mote than once in his lifetime, items included for evaluation are (1) those
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considered ilTortant by experts in the respective fields, (2) those accepted

by educators as L, sh!. of the school:;, and (3) those deemed desirable by leading

lay citizens. Music is one of the fields included in the National Assessment

Fro;wam. Furthermore, under the Advanced Placement: Pro:;ram of the College,

Entrance Examination Board (CEEB) , many students will Le able to complete

colleAo level courses in music while still in secondary school (Lehman l969a:

T:lis discussion hns concentrated on he ibjective aspects of Music

education. Cerlainly music educators will be required to objectively evaluate

their students and themselve!: in order to continue to Lleot school district

and state requirements. As the followitv, discussion will show, there are many

difficulties with usin pupil gain scores, pupil norm scores or centiles, or

f:or.:L. other kIA of pupii criterion as an indicator of music teacher effective-

ness or prora.A eij:ectiveaen:.. Yet, this is one important area that must be

co.lside,ed in any evaluation model oJ:fered for public consumption. These types

7::easnred behavioc he classified as preordinate hicasures in that they

prespociLi,wjon of pro;;ram and instructional outcomes. Achievement,

perioi.r. and oi,:er.itir'n tests and cnecidists ;:re selected and developed to

provic evidence c:!lt: pre:TeeMed ;:.)al!; were or were aoi achieved. This

preotdinat.c approac:, dpond!; upon a capability 10 state the important nurposes

o: education in at pupil behavior and a capability to discern the

acco=ilinen:. tai

(1():.) Lail' hecause it i.!; 110i.

0:1 oin. - in proT,r= lwrp,):..e, nor Lo uniquo .'aYS ill wnich

;.:!dyn::; bt.ne.it. 1ru:1 p;.forir.in,',, in art media Q.: ,n,....ount,?rinA artistic

, tlor Lk. viewpoints that pf:opl hay.' to what is good and

had. reco:;:.londed "re,-monsfve" evaluation ppcoack -is a time tested,

Liloro, and Sc:1:11L1 Vt: eialuation procedure lor :ho purpo.le: o1 mOst. educators

and citizens :thout !he arts in our so.:iety (Stake 197J:1) .
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Stake reconi7.es the fact that there is no escaping evaluation in the

world ahead but ho empn;ojes LAW importance of evaluatiog with sensitivity so

that the results arc useful. In the relation of evaluation to purposes and

audiences, Stake raises the following points about why people expect evaluation

to have many different purptes:

1. To document events
When did the parents become interested?
l:iten did the aims of the program change?

To record student change
Are these students of contemporary art aware of

similarities in expression across different media?
bo the students like poetry more than they did?

3. To aid decision making
Should community artists be asked to contribute time?
Should the CHMItEl. materials be purchased?

To sock out understanding
Why does this band program result in excellent

student participation?
With wont kinds of students does that Leaching style work?

). To faHlitate remediation
how can we honor the aesthetic val'it of the students,
nersude them CO honor ours?

Ilcm can we make the self-study program a better
pro ;ram (Stoke 19/3:4-5)?

Each th. above ques;.ions deals directly or indirectly with values, the values

of an educational pro::ral" in the arts. Therefore, each is a legitimate evalua-

tion question. He

think of evaluation a!: a service activity. I expect it to

be usoful to specific persons. The eval:,ation will probably
be torr: useful il the evaluator understands the interests

tc., of his audience. A substaatial portion of
the ti..t of an evaluation study nay be allotted to informal
inquiry into the intormation needs of the persons to he
5rved icy the 11-Ls pro:;ram. The program is supposed to do
this ;or people, not necessarily the same people. Tilt!

ewluator should have a i..00d sense of whom he is working
for (Stake

Stake helieves stconl;lv that :host educational evaluators are merely

concerned with Ltic instrintal value:; of education: lhe idea that good

education result!: in specific outcomes such as pertoriaance, msLery, ability,
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and attitude. This is wroir: according to Stake for the lout, run because

educational results may be delayed LOC years and therefore "it_ is sometimes

the purpose of the program staff- or parent to provide artistic experiences,

and training, for the value alone" (Stake 1973:10. 1k continues by

comparin,; preordinale and responsive evaluation:

Preordinate Col- the evaluation of educational programs
emphasi;:e (1) statement of goals, (2) use of objective tests,
(3) standards held by proexam personnel, and (4) research-type
reports. Responsive evaluation is an alternative, an old-
alternative. Responsive evaluation is what people do naturally
in evaluatilL; thitws. They observe and react. What is new

about it is a technology, designed to overcome some of the
defects of thiF natural behavior for fc.rmal evaluation
purposes (Stake 1973:7).

Therefore, an educacional evaluation proFxam is responsive if it

(1) orients more directly to program activities than to program intents,

(2) responds to aud.ience requirements for information, and (3) if the different

value perspectives pre!nt ace referred to in reportin the success of the

pro:;ra!!:. Stake pr,;(2r:; to discuss and write about issues in his evaluation

reports. l'urther!::ore, lief ,T,phasizos the need LO Write the evaluation report

for the specific public or .ader. A highly technical report might suffice for

Cie 3chool's le!;eat.-..h director but not for the school board. The cru:.t of Stake's

soln...in:1 to Lilt' L.7jill1HOU dile;.m.a in arts lies in file portra...at, the emphasis

on rh des:.tiptien of the hows and whats of a particular proram.

Edwards ) the importance of the fundamental relation-

ol 'wo ta:;:;s to that of producing an andiece appropriate descrip-

Lion of t: e tcr;,n1t:

h (the evaluator) :.!;;L determine the role that comparion
is to play in ti.e evaluation effort. All evaluation end:; in

bane form of co.inarison, albeit a subjective standard. The

question is, not whether comparison will be made, but rather
at what point comparison will enter the decisich :::akin; process;
and, when it does so, with what comparison will be made. The

way in which this task is treated sets an important Lone for
the evaluation by e3Lahlishing what form the data must Lake in
order that they can be meaningfully interpreted by the cotp;umer
in the context of whatever decisions are to be made.
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2. 1k' must determine precisely what information will be
utili4ed in this framework by specifying what dimensions
of the program will be studied and by what means

(Edwards 1973:2).

Edwards feels that simply getting an opinion from the arts consumer

is not enough. Behavioral objectives do provide a simple answer to'the

question of what to look for, in a program of instruction. Likewise, norm

referenced tests facilitate the task by providing psychometrically defensible

variables. "With behavioral objectives, norm-references instrumentation, and

a well-designed experimental model, the evaluation effort would seem to be

shored up against all attacks; there are objectives to justify the choice of

variables, statistical descriptors that will defend the quality of their

measurelent, and a sound basis for defending the validity of the experiment

cw.1 Inc resulting conclusions" (Edward 1973:3-4).

lie feels that the first step is to make the consumer aware that a

curriculum can be evaluated with regard to the degree to which it fulfills

some set of predetermined objectives but that this is only one way to do so.

The consumer must also be aware that he does have some choice in determining

the standard for individual and joint success with regard to a given program and

that this; standard can be either relative or absolute. Experimentation provides

both advonta,:es and limit.ltions in decision making. "And most importantly,

both evaluator and consumer must understand that unless these decisions can

be arrived at with the agreement of both parties, the evaltltion effort will be

less th;in satisfactory" (Edwards 1973:4).

Therefore, a consumer oriented philosophy is urged regarding arts

evaluation. In' measuring behavioral objectives, Edwards stresses the importance

0 1 referenced rather than norm referenced tests. Criterion

rcfcren:ed te::ts refer to measuring the goals or objectives arts courses or

pro grans hold in ro=ion rather than comparing individual scores to national

norms which may or may not be appropr-ate for the local situation. Criterion
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referenced tests aid the teacher in arriving at decisions about how well he

ruched his own an.! the class's objectives and goals. Edwards suggests that

when comparisons can be made on a large enough scale, classrooms or Leachers

should be the samnlin;; unit rather than individual students.

The decision to ltr,0 or criterion-referenced tests already
alluded to is another about which the evaluator must be in,a
position to provide advice to his arts oriented consumer.
This problem also bears clos,, ties to the overall questions
of audience appropriateness and design. Many audiences
(particularly students, teachers, and writers) will often
instinctively lean toward criterion-referencing of student
outcomes if they are made aware that it exists. To them how
students are doing is most easily explained and understood
when comparison is made to now they should be doing, not
the "doings" of other individuals or groups (Edwards 1973:21).

That there are many difficulties in arts evaluation is true. However, certain

aspects of the 1:..usic education curriculum can be objectively measured and

reliably and validly evaluated. This being so, these evaluations can be used

to determine Leacher vife:tiveness. Evaluation in previous discussions has

often referred to evaluaLin:1 the success of a curriculum or a new methodology

of teaching. In he (onLo::t of this present investigation evaluation refers

to eval.uating the Lt-ncher and iinding a model best suited to this purpose.

Bocatn:o of liuitaLions, desciiptions or reports would have been too expen-

sive and diffictJu to ,lather considering the location of participants.

Therefore, it was dciiod to use current thinking in arts evaluation and to

measure what could be easurvd feasibly. These were in Iwo main areas: pupils'

music ahievemen ot very limited music behavioral objectives using a norm

referun,:ed a.aivc;!:ent. Lesi. in .1 criterion referenced technique, and

ratini;s of riusic tachini; success which could be considered to be subjective

evaluaciols.

Colwell (1:00) euphasi;les that evaluation is an oin iug process, circular

in nature, with each staYe couLributins; LO Inc next- one sequentially. The

process centers around mnical problems because these are the content of the

music curriculum, and the last step of the process contributes to the first
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step by helping to plan the future musical experiences; in other words, to

assist decision making. This circular process of planning and teaching music,

Collecting evidence and data, processing and interpreting the data, and

disseminating and using the information applies specifically to the teacher

as the evaluator.

The process is slightly different if the evaluator is someone
from outside the classroom - supervisor, consultant, or
administrator. In this instance, the first step of planning
and presenting learning experiences is replaced by planning
the evaluative tools and procedures; interpretation of data
may require the help of the teacher and others. The

responsibility ot using the information will again fall to
the teacher; therefore his information must be complete and
his understandings of it adequate (Colwell 1970:22-23).

Colwell warns about the danger of using evaluative devices to select objectives

for the musical learnin experiences:

The objectives therselves should not be selected on the basis
of information gathered through evaluation. Objectives are
based upon, and draw their strength from, a philosophy of
music education, a theory of what elements are important for
well-kaalanccd music education at any given level of growth

(Colwell 1970:23).

In other areas of music, musicians have been alert to evaluation and measure-

ment; the performing musician and the musicologist. However, music educators

have been noticeably lack in developing evaluative

'.shy are music educators careless and seemingly unconcerned about
the achievement of goals? Perhaps because they so often deal
with children rather than with people old enough to have mastered
musical skills and knowledges that can be challenged. In other
public s'! pool areas, however, teachers are concerned with real
progress ather than with pleasant experiences (Colwell 1970:26).

1.:ith the :Nov..: views in mind, it was telt that participating music

educators could select a tear limited goals which could be objectively evaluated.

By limiting their selection to goals universally considered to be important in

mnsic educatio:i, it wo:; felt that the philosophical requirements would be met.

A recent review of sLudies of stability of teacher effectiveness

(.(osenshine 1970) co:1d locate only four low;itudinal invesLiaiions which

included stability coefficients refleeLing teacher consistency across time in
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producing student gains. The stability coefficients were generally low in these

four studies. Recently, Brophy (1973) in a three year longitudinal study

raised the iollowin questions:

1. HOW stable is the effectiveness of typical teachers?
2. Are !.one Leachers more stable than others? (Brophy 1973:245).

His study is crucial to any research investigation deriving a teacher effec-

tiveness construct and attempting to predict potential teaching success. If

teachers vary, especially superior teachers, from year to year in their abilities

to produce learning in children, the question of prediction would be moot.

He employed in his study teachers teaching in the second and third

grades in a school district: 15 Title I schools and 35 non-Title I schools.

The Metropolitan Achievement Tests provided pupil data for computation of

residual gain scores. He used only the teachers who taught the same grade for

3 consecutive years and had classes of 14 or more students since he felt smaller

classes were likely to be a non-random sample. Four sets of data were collected:

gain scores for second (N=54) and third. grade (N...51) teachers in non-Title I

schools ,ad gain scores for second (N---34) and third grade (N=26) teachers in

Title I schools. Carrelationalanalyses of these four sets (mean.residual gain

class scores) were used to investigate consistency across the subtests within

year and stability across the two sexes and the three years within subtest.

He separated the pupils iLo sex groups because girls have a tendency to gain

more during these years of elementary school (Brophy 1973:247).

lie conciuded:

In summary, the findins indicate that, at least in grades two
and three. teachers who arc consistent in their overall relative
effectiveness can be identified. These teachers are about equally
successful with boys as with girls, and about equally successful
across three years in producing gains on the four or five
Metropolitan subtests on which data are available. Other teachers
show a more complex kind of consistency, such as producing high
gains in lan;;ua';e arts and low stains in math, or vice versa.
Observational studies of these consistent teachers, done in the
naturalistic setting as they carry out normal activities, should
yiela greater payoff than the kins of teacher effectiveness
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research done in the past, since process measures of their
behavior should be both more reliable and more valid than
m.asures of an unselected group of teachers. Ultimately,
such research should yield process-product linkage data
that would provide a rational and valid basis for con-
structing accountability criteria (Brophy 1973:251).

In regards to the gain scores themselves and probable sources of error in the

residual gain technique, Brophy concluded:

Given the probable masking of some consistency by the militations
of the data and given the many uncontrolled factors operating
to affect a teacher's effectiveness during a given year, it seems
Likely that the present data, to the extent that they may be in
error, are underestimates (Brophy 1973:251).

Hu feels that indiscriminate use of pupil gain or general achievement

tests for assessing teacher accountability should he avoided until the sources

of instability becve known and eliminated or controlled. This procedure,

c.:hero:se, could he unfair to the participatin teachers.

that teaching o:leetiveness is Ltadeately consistent.

Leaiter:. %: low in theft first yuar at.d LI10;1 sitovled a strong consistency

is : -: two years indicatin.; improvement in teachin-..; skills. The strength

of ta!s :,turfy, of the fe in the literaLure, supports the general thesis that

when attc!nntin'% Lo define teaching effectiveness and succe!.s, as broad a sampling

01 tire' crit Orion ,:,uuld be made, e.g. hIs suggest ion for process-product

rleasonts. Furtne:loce, he was able to show that the residual gain technique

u!:etul in lormillatilw teaching effectiveness constructs.

Tnis present iaveti;;ation decided to invest igate the criterion domain

O: teachin g snccer.s ii:hin normal limitations. An objective pupil gain

m.2a::ure::lent required a sLanda-cdi::ed achieve;nent test, but , in order to

wake it valid ior music classroom use (criterion referenced) , music teacher

areelert on curtain !;elected music behavioral objectives or goals was required.

Chapte:. Three explains chi:; procedure in detail but: agreement was obtained so

that th advice ol Stae, Edwards, and Colwell could he followed. Furthermore,

since process vari,:!,les appeared to 1, itiportant to the teachim., enterprise,
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the decision to use a variety of rating evaluations was made.

The fo11owin .!isynrsion emphasizes the importance o1 the gain versus
1

ratin.,; versus process controversy in the literature. There appears to be a

cyclical nature to yvaluatin.; Leacher effectiveness. The early studies inves-

tigated both pupil ;'sin scores and ratings. The general. consensus was that

gain scores or product evaluaLions were important and a considerable amount

of research was undertaken. Since the 1950's and the research of Ryans,

Flanders, and n. G. Smith in particular, interest was directed toward process

evaluations. The idea here is that if the classroom climate is appropriate for

instruction, learning Lakes place. Numerous rating forms and checklists were

developed to evaluate these process variables. Many studies emphasized the

environmental conditions such as the democratic versus the autocratic teaching

behavior, teacher centered versus learned centered behaviors, and a host of

these kinds of variables.

:recently, interest has returned to product evaluations primarily due

to the prominence of lite behavioral objective movement. These behaviors, stated

in terms of pupils' vNpected behavioral learning outcomes, can be objectively

mearured by tests. Pupil sessment became important and types of techniques

for treat fat; gain scores ..'ere evaluated. The data treatment techniques in the

early nart O. the cen,ury were primarily partial correlational analyses.

AccwInlishment Quotients :ere developed using intelligence and previous

learnin;;s.mcovari;:te. she re:.idual variation leit after partialling resulted

in the .,-co-1:plishi.:2nt fiure which was an attempt to be as precise

ws Lac Intelli.;ence flnotient. Today, the :ecaniques ar12 similar but more

refised. Two '.o:erally acceptable methods have Deep used extensively in the

liLeraLAre: analysis of covarLnic e (ANCOVA) and residual gain scores.

Mc:4eil and Pophh41 te process product _iiclies because of

invesLi ,,:tors' failure:: to use appropriate dependent 11:eastires. They feel that

process product studies could he impri.ved by: (1) paying more attention to



BEST COPY AVAILABLE
11/

prior learnings cn students and by increasing the number of predictor variables

(covariAtes) to include socioeconomic status, type of school, and so forth,

(2) accounting for stability of teacher behavior across occasions, (3) collActing

evidence of the teacher's effeetivenes from one year to the next (more studies

like Brophy's investiatioas), (4) designing studies in which teacher behavior

is studied over a short period of time such as with the microteaching technique,

And (5) studying disordinal interaction, teaching behaviors which produce

results with one type of leailler but not with learners of different charac-

teristics or traits (McNeil and Popham 1973:226). .:'bile these suggestions

are most worthwhile, ceeeerch in teacher education appears to have a long way

to ,;() before sa:isfyine. the above requirements.

!In the present : ;Ludy, a considerable amount of el fort was expended in

order to deter'ne ,he best possible approach to use hecause as will be seen,

the criterion veriahle selected for the dependent ileasuces sienificantly

affect the research iinJin.%s of any study. Discussed first is the gain versus

ratin-; dileTa, second 7.upil m.lasurement, and third ratins of process as well

as teachie etfectieness.

Gain vLr:.!::

In the peric,: S. r,arr and others c.onduted a series of

research itive::ti;:atiohs troll which three conclusions were drawn:

1. The fact. that 2 or more observers observitn: the sa:ne
Liachei- si.::ultaneously may disagree in the quality of

teachia-; ohservcd wa:. reaffirmed;

2. Good L..:-:cser.; cannot be separated from poor teachers

in ecru::; of speL:ific teacher behaviors (There is OH
appropriateness aspect to teacher behaviors that mst be
taken into consideration; and

3. The evaluation o: Leaching can be objectified throte;h
the efh. of teacher and pupil behaviors and operational
definitions tai personal and proiessional prerequisites
LO teacher ettectivoness (Barr 1961:ii).
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In a ur more doctoral :;ludies summarized by A. S. Barr

'L", I, :WO criLli, oi teachin success were used: .(1) eltietency ratings of

tats sort. or another, and (2) measured pupil gains. "Ovet-all, general ratings

of teacher effectiveness have hven shown 10 be under current conditions,

exceedingly uneelia6le" (Barr 19h1:8). lie also states that the use of measured

pupil gain as a criterion of teacner effectiveness also presents very real

difficulties becaln.e each teacher chooses his own purposes, means, and methods

01. instruction. The used in developing the pupil gain criterion will have

varvin%., del.rees o. OporatiOnoi validity except as the teachers agree to pursue

certain stated objectives which can he defined sufficiently well to provide

like meinins to all porticipants in any research study. "A second difficulty

arises OUL of Li:L :act that, notwithstanding over a half century of effort,

many of the outo :es of learning and of teachin!; are poorly or inadequately

masared" (Barr 1').1::0. lie further states that tests measure effects but no

causes. The !.ou:.cs 01 1.1.t.. c:Luels observed are not readily ascertained even

under ei:retulle controlled eperimental conditions.

1.'ocen.e.1, and otters (1935) employed some unique approach:?s to

criterion develotm..ent. Five criteria were employed: (1) gain in pupil achLeve-

:;!c;It bv tho !-tan;ord Achievement Test , and gains be in:! computed as

(a) in t.Ili' rw., score, (h) in the arithmetic score, and (c) gain

!.he rn Quotient; (2) a c=posite 01 `'Core.';. On s.2ven rating scales;

(;) u. ...a;:ures of qualifies commonly asociated with teaching

:; *)
siX Lcsif. of tew.:hin ability chosen from composite

three ; ( ) t. of all 19 variables cm:bined various ways. The

jor co:;c1tr:ion!. were: (i) Lilt' col.' 1 f Le Lent s of cot relat ion obtained between

c.e lectud mea: nre: ;lb t y and gain pupil it..11ievement are uniformly

101; ( c=": ",t :. ()I kir rt.1:1: ion ht: I %/evil 1_ ill: (.) tables employed in

the io,1 and the Ii' criteria provide coni licting evidence;
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(3) a composite of the total pupil gain score on the Stanford Achievement Test,

the Toreerson Dia,:elostie Te.0 Katinll Scale, and the Knight Aptitude Test

yielded a multiple correlation of .70 with a composite of all measures employed

os criteria; ('.) 14 of the measures had a forecasting efficiency superior to

gener711 !lerit ratin,s; and (5) when the Torgerson Diagnostic Teacher ItatinA

Scale and the Keigh t Aptitude Test were employed to predict raiinp.s in 5

cale,tortes representino, A, B, C, D, and F letter ratiags, 64 percent of the

predictions tell within the correct criterion group, percent were misplaced

by one group, and only 4 percent were misplaced by two groups (Barr 1961:16).

Based upoe data such aS these and considering our present state
of our kiewled.te, Llany peL.sons believe that if one desires an
overall criterion of teacher effectiveness, probably the safest
procedure is to employ a variety of measures, all possessing
validity :rem soee perticular point of view, applied and evaluated
by more than oae poi-roil, and based upon studies of the Leacher
ove7 a considerable period of Li: e. If one does not desire an

co:2petehv evaluation, the several coponents may still
!,e considered eepa.rately. It one eNamines the correlations from
this point. of view it tail be observed that none ot the correlationr
izit tile pupil ,.lilt criterion are high with about as many negative
correlations .15 po!;i:Ave ranging from -.32 for the Giles Teacher
Seale to .23 tor the wood Health Scale . . . when a composite
of nie,e moaEures ot. qualities thought L0 measure teachin:.;

was used as tbe criterion all of the correlations
were around ;:eo: fur pupil gain, and -.01. to .12 for

tee :,tale :, . . . Very clearly the
di.;:erent criteria .;ave different results. One can looi:e

ditferential pre,:itions but the effectiveness ot a pre-

.!iction (lepe0.!; unon the criterion (Barr 19f)I. :1(1).

The ieportance of ,irrin findines is in the relationships 01 experi-

mertai 7;triohie cert. criterion variables. Depentlin; upon the criterion,

oee be .1h:e to 7r,;deee different experimental variable! correlating to it

Thus, criterion validity ,:::sulk's; the major ia:,portance in any prediction study.

I.ro defines s'ICCy i.l Lerti.:-; of pupil gains, diiierunt. predictions from the

;;e: o; ti ..;,ay he Lor:,:uiht,:d tl.ah L i 0:1J Wert. LO USE'

some tune of. ur nrocess criterion.

Lilts (P).e) e:!;ployed three kitty!, of criteria in his :Andy; supervisory

atin.4, pupil rntin,;s, and"cesidnal gain scores. the supervisor rating
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criterion was a composite of 5 ratings; two by members of the Department of

Educat ion, Univer::ity of Uisconsin, one by a representative of the State

Department of Public Instruction, one by the principal or superintendent under

whom the teacher tatio,nt, and one by a member of the department of educational

metnod under whom the teacher had practice taught. The ratings were all made

on the seonsin adaptation of the M-Blank of the Evaluative Criteria plus

certain other instruments. The ratings were preceded by almost one full year

of weekly discussions among the members of the team responsible for the collec-

tion or the data and eaca teacher was visited by a trained observer at least

once for more than a sini;le class period, usually a half school day, in which

the teacher was ohrerved at work and interviewed. The pupil ratings were

accomplished accordintt to a caryfully designed plan and under the direction of

a sin ;le person no visited each scnool and secured the evaluation by anony-

mous I,allots. The residual pupil ,rains were the discrepancies between the actual

gains made upnn curtain standardi4ed subject matter tests and a predicted pupil

lei :ed upon a four variable prediction equation derived from average gain

scores, the pretest score, n'cntal age, and an intellixeneu quotient

(1,1;:s 1):4.1:2-hO).

One coL the t.:o.:t important: findings was the low intercorrelations among

tnrve cr.teria: !mpil rating and composite -Blank (.219), residual pupil

p.ain compositi. M-Blnnk (.193), and residual pupil in and pupil rating

(.055). Li s-oncerno.I with predictim; teacher effectiveness when viewed

by a va:.ietv of perso!ls, wider varyin conditions, and waure niore than one sort

of criterion was e:Hoved. Even with low corcelations, Lins was able to obtain

a nt :it plc is M .74 with the re5;idual pupil :;ain, ./2 with a cmpcmite 01

.1,0 with pupil ratin,;!.. ;indini;s are ill

anreert ith those 01 and others.

T-er.e ,;,h;:;est that the criterion domatn reflects what the

researcher desires ud tie more measuiements Laken and teckiqut.s used Ole
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better the predictions !lay be to some extent. Anderson (1954 studied the

criterion itsli :;d his analysis upon data gatnered through the use of

the followin!; data gathering devices:

I. The principals' ratings ot the teacher upon the Wisconsin
A:i.tptation of the -Blank (M).

?. .\ rat-in,,, of the teacher by pupils on an adaptation of
Lku Bryan itaction to Instruction Questionnaire.

3. A teacher self rating upon a special form (S10.

A of the teacher by his peers upon a
rpecial forl:i (Pc).

3. A :-.tate !,opurvisory rating (Ax).

2upil s.ore on initial administration of standardized
.n tests (P.T.).

Final ,t,...ores on selected standardized test (F).

b. .:esiA,:al pupil (AG) .

A,:drs(-n c.oncltr;cd:

I. ;:o correlations appreciably different from :,.ero

were found :,etween the evaluations of teachers made
thrcw L;: several ...atings and pupil achiever.!ent as
!wasured in t!.ls iavestiation.

::. The ac:lievemeuL tests employed in such invstialious
havc ricular validity and the pupil ins must be

larc to 1M: statistically si,,,nificant.

3. Must rntipy aro very subjective and the inter-
oorrelaiions ;I:';(41 them low (Anderson 1965:41-'0).

Auder!,on !.nnports the conclusions of Lins and Barr and others. The

criterion do:nain .Innoar:; to ho.ve separate factors whidi are basically unrelated

and u .erv (It)5. in a factorial study of teaching ability

fou::d no .:cner;t1 bit rather three mca:;eres, ea'Al of which might be used

:; par;:tl ih a pr,rat.1 of differential prediction. All of these above findings

thc.ditticultie!: involved in criterion development.

Barr conc1i:-:',1 survey 01 the literatur by 5;CaLin:
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1. The two general criteria of teaching efficiency, pupil
change and rating of teaching, in almost all studies tend
to beeme marker:: 1:3 definers of factors . . . There is
nothing in the factorial method that should artificially
produce this result if the criteria weren't logical definers

'of the domain.

2. Pupil vain factors bear no relationship to rating factors.

3. There are at least two kinds of pupil change occurring
under the influence of the teacher . . . that these might be

representative of informational and non-informational changes.

4. In general, ratings of teaching efficiency were undimen-
sional. However, Ei.ickson's data indicated that self-ratings
might be an additional criterion factor.

5. Ot the many correlative variables in these studies, only
:! few, and these not consistently so, hear relationship to
the pupil change factors. Among these were: the teacher's
intelligence, attitudeS, ability to recognize, diagnose, and
correct pupils' emotional problems, and the teacher's knowledge

of the subject marrer. Tr should he emphasized that these
variables were neither consistently nor highly related to
pupil change factors. In general, objectively measured
personality characteristics were not found on pupil change

tactors.

6. i:autox remains enigmatic. In general, few

correlative variables were related. However, the evaluation

of teacher's future proficiency by interview seems facto-zIaliy

better than by evaluation of autobiographical inforviation
(Barr 1961:(,8-1,9).

hellfritn::ch (19'i5) in a factor analysis of a number of measures

frequently tu:ed i r,. search investigations found that supervisory ratings were

not related to pupil ;;.,in, knowledge of the subject, mental ability, or social

and emotienal Ajunt:tent, but were divorced from any of the objective measures

e:.ployed. Theret.ere, the literature is fairly consistent in that objective

treasur s such a:; ::cores are not sil;nifieantly related to subjective

5!!::11 !a:perv::.ocy co,vorite ratins.

cri_erion variables, the invsti.:ator may predetermine

intehdin LO do !:o. 1f ohlv one dou.iin is repre-

sented, such _he variables that predict that criterion

oulv hold the Pipe OL :atin; ilo:trument used in tilt: study. 1 one wishes to
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!;eneraii;: his findin;:s, he :;111 find the task difficult. 1 4om a perusual of

the literature, iit! depe;:de.:t variables appear to be most critical, and the

selection of these ;lost important for any type of teacher effectiveness and

IP.

prediction study. !,..fore one can predict success, the definition must be

useful, r.,plicative, and valid.

Pupil Gain Scores

One of the 1.10y: el-.;live tarets in the history of educational
research a valid index oi teacher effectiveness. Since the

turn of the century literally hundreds of investigations have
pl'obed the c,Le:ilion of teacher competence assessment and most
of t:hem have produced little, if any, significant progress
(Popham 19Y1:105).

P.Tham emphasi4es the need to focus research activities toward iden-

tifyiw.. teachers wo could produce superior learner growth, leaving aside the

q;:estion of sue!: improvements wore caused or brought about. Ho emphasized

thal: resea.Jehers wive el- iployed the criterion of learner growth as an

index a teaYher':: prof eiecy, these efforts have used norm referenced stan-

d;:rdi.:ed e!,ievc:::nt tess rather than criterio,. L.eterenced approaches to test

construction. Fart.hemore, there has been a w.arked increase in research

ob::ervational techniques and have too frequently attended

to rin!Isrpon variables without consideration of sultirr modifications

Tkc efforts have used the Flanders' Interaction

Analvsi procedure, aad others' Categories for Strategies of Teachinig, and

Ryan's Cirsroo::. U:0:emition Record (Popham 1971:10'0.

d.. ;nod pr-wedure for assessin,% teacnin4 competence involving

e!c ei per:on:once Oi teaching proficiency. The procedure for using

pc:AfTm!ne: Lel.Z. requires thL an instructor be ;liven the objectives and

r:sour,.e :noterini well in advance ci instruction, then ht.. devises a sequence

OL in!;Lruction sei..abl- tor acco.lplishin4 the objectives using whatever inscruc-

tioual procedure:. he %:isnes. The teor!her would be obli:.;ed to accomplish the

prespecified objectives but would have freedom to choose instructional procedures
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whieh see:Ited 1.1.::.elv to .:cnieve those goals (Popham 1911:10i). Three specified

coarsos el study - itesearch 11(.thod:;, Basic rower Supplies, and

Cariatr:tion - were t ati `.,t by (.....:perienced certificated secondary school Leachers

and nonteache;:. in an Dit.;:,o and Orange County, California, schools. An

nonorari= ;;23.10 ic' s.ucial science and 450.00 for electronics and auto

mechanics teache:::.; uonteachers was paid to each participating subject.

Popha:.: 2iioted nis pre and posttesLs of which only social studies classes were

aot: p :eie:-..ea due

.Arucedures with the prete:;t and students' expressed interest

in aeld Ole class as the instructional unit rather than

fonad no sli;nificant difterences betweentne abilities of

ta,..her- ;o promote learner attainment of prespec if ied instruc-

tional nljective! . u.se:n1;t:; ot all three validation replications failed to

t.;,1 t,;:perinced Leachers would promote significantly

better of iastruetionai would nonteachers"

(Poph-.-1

nAcuments appeared to be valid and yielded satisfactory

cr!tuzLo:. v!iidily standart!s. Fur Lben:10r0, the te:whero were at an

advaata !_nev ucre fatidliar with the scnool !;ettin:;21<new .he pupils,

and were skill .l manaement end disciplinary techniques. While thc

nonteache:s ki.t.awte ut legal requirements, a substitute teacher was

erotrt:.:!olv th,..! rear of the room. Poph;o9 concluded, "Aithou101

there ,!e Cot.pc 1.:ip1,0".1L ions, .uch as insul!..icient teachitv, time, the

po'mbly is the foliowink: ENperienecd Learber5

are not 77 Ar:Icl!L:r1,.. ;!t. brinitinp about prespecified behavior chin ,,es

learner:-" (Ponhal., 1971:115). He continued:
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come t.o a tad: such as that presented by the performance
test in which they must promote learner attainment of specific.
instructional objectives, perhaps most,experienced teachers are
no better qualified than a person who has never taught. To
realize why this might be so, one needs only to speculate on the
typical intentions of most public school teachers. They wish to
cover the content of the course, to maintain classroom order, to
expose the sLudeat to knowledge and so on. Rarely does one find
a teacher who, prior to teaching, establishes clearly. stated
instructional objectives in terms of learner behaviors and then
sets (lilt to achieve those objectives. Only recently, in fact,
do we find many '.achers who are even familiar with the manner
in which infttrnetional objectives are stated in measurable
form . . . The .,vilera I public, most school systems, and professional
teachers' groups rarely attach special importance Co the teachers'
;roup:-: rarely attach special importance to the teacher's attainment
of clearly stated instructional objectives (Popham 1971:115).

1.:hile Popham raises the question that a research design attempting to validate

a performance test of teaching proficiency by contrasting the accomplishments

of teacnerS and nonLeachers may have been ill conceived, the fact that this.

schem was injudiciously selected does not mean that the performance

test ,Ipprotch is unworkable, nor that such tests cannot be validated.

IL o',: appears, in li.tht ot the grossness of the measurement
devices liltely to be available in the near future, that we
mall be pleased even it the performance tests are suitable
for use nnly with groups. In other words, it will be a
c-ufficient advance to develop a reliable group criterion
measure which co,Ild be used in myriad educational situations
!xell as to assess the rificiencv of teacher education
pro!:rams (Popham 1971:11:0.

For the purle!.es of this present study, Popham's views were accepted for

one aspect of obtaini!:;; mu.;ic teacher accountability criteria. A type of

criterion referenced 1:11:;ic achievement testing procedure was used in order to

ether clo.!. for t.::0 pupil residual gain scores. The following discussion high-

11 ht: to.' techniques used in the literature to treat gain or change scores and

;!re, L;,erel:Ore, pertinent to this investigation.

Herr (19)8) omphAsized the use of two assumptions which must be made

zlhout cores as teacher accountability criteria before the word

unccountThilLtv" :)t' J::;(' tashionable:
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If this approach (gain scores) is made to the measurement of
Ceaching ability, it should be remembered that certain impor-
tant assumptions have been made: (1) We possess at the
present time adequate measures.of the major changes produced

in pupils . . . (2) Thori factors other than teaching ability
can be controlled, equated, or otherwise held constant as in

experimental research. Teaching is only one of several

factors conditioninr, the changes produced in pupils. If the

gains in test scores Or one teacher are to be compared with
those of another, those factors other than teaching ability
affecting the products of learning must be controlled, equated,
or otherwise held constant, as in experimental research. This

latter condition is sometimes not possible in field. research
(Barr 1938:472-473).

3arr further states that "the use of Lest scores for evaluating the

of of teacher;; is an exceedingly delicate process . . . Although the

method is theoretically sound, all told, more harm may he done than good,

except as the method ie. applied with great ,:are" (Barr 1938:.473). Many of the

studies at Bnrr's tiiw used part and partial correlational techniques in order

to derive Accomplishment quotients. Multiple regression techniques were used,

but before the advent of computers, these techniques were considered to be

impractical for most !ituations because of the time consumed in obtaining

variaale weights by hnd calculations.

Barr surdlcarized the difficulties of using gain scores by stating, "errors

are Lltrodu.:ed into lb., Accmplishment Quotient: (1) because of the use of

fallible l ca.dacity and achievement - the probable error for quo-

tients cou.po,,ed e: iwasures arc larger than the probable errors of the

mua!;urt::: the:Iselves; (:!) oecansu general intelligence the ability to perform

the different se!:noi :.nbject.:: is not perfectly correlated; (3) because gain

::cores at ciiitt.:*L.0 point:; of the accomplishment curve are of unequal

value; (4) bcat:e of extraneous factors such as health, home environment, and

competill. interests; .ind (5) because teachers and courses of study parallel the

content and oHective:; ()I i_u!,Is used with varying degrees of faithfulness"

193:4;(0.
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The major assumptions at chat time for usim the Aq technique involved

the followin:t:

1. That the capacities measured by tests of intelligence
correlate and correlate equally well with the ability to
achieve in the different school subjects.

2. That. intellionce, except for teaching ability, is the
chief factor conditioning the achievement of pupils, or
that this factor is highly or perfectly correlated with
other factocs, or that these factors are insignificant.

1. That the units of gain are linear, or equal for differ-
ent levels of intellience and attainment (Barr 1938:475-476).

The shr. Litin,;s that were causing concern for Barr and his associates are still

affectin stain scores today. Any attempt to measure pupil gain is subject to

the fallibility of the test instrument. If one student were measured many

times on a Lest, the :an OL these measurements ordinarily approaches a limit

as the m:rIner o: :..!asnrtuents increases. This means that the errors of measure-

men', 1)eing aver:'teil o.J. iten these errors of measurement reach this limit,

the czCLled "true value." In any situation, the person measured

behaves at least to nu adk.quate approximation as if a true value actually

existed even thou.gh this true value cannot be operationally determined. This

make!: :t1.:e value a useful ora;:tical value (Lord 1963:25-26).

i 1c dillereuce be!.1.:eon true and observed values or scores on a test is

treated as an error meaurcilenL. A seventh grader who scored 44 on Music

Acnieve:.:ent Tec..t 1. would have a true score between 39.19 and 48.21 approximately

08 oercea: of Lao and between 35.58 and 52.42 approximately 99 percent of

the (Golwell 1)-(:: )

PostLe::t 9reLe:f r:f.asures of learnin produce difference, change,

or rain scores which almost certain ly will have a ne:,,ative correlation with the

preLesL ubon .ICU

Thi is col:sidered .1 detect of s!lch "difference" scores (gains)
, :hen we have reason to believe lhAL amount of learning should
not necesqarily correlaZe ngaLively with pretest status . . .

An alternative ethod LO meas.-e learning or chaww (gain)
by fittin.; a 5..traihl re:;ression line to the pretest and posttest
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achievement test data and taking the deviation from the regression
line (errors of estimate) measured along the posttest axis
(Glass and Stanley 1(970:132).

This deviation 1; called residual gain.

Lord discurses a widespread fault in speech and thought to substitute

observed value for the true value. This common sense approach leads to many

misconceptions and lalre interpretations of data (Lord 1903:26-27).

True change or ,:nin is a residual standing for whatever true variance

in the posttest cannot be .wcounted for by variance in the pretest score

. (Bereiter 1963:15) . T..ue cnange can be predicted and estimated from observed

values ay ordinary :Initiple regressi&1,analysis (Lord 1963:28). The predicted

or estimated values have a smaller range than the observed values because the

observed value scorer contain error:: of measurement that tend to inflate their

ran;4u over what it would oLherwise be. Estimated values obtained from regression

!ow than Luc values being estimated. "This is an

inconvenie:it propvuLy of ;:uch estima:ed values, arising from the regression

elleot, this is m)te pciee we pay for having estimates that minimize the

squared error of e..L17taLion" (Lord 19')3:30).

;ronLa,:a a;.d Zurhy sul;2,est that gain scores are rarely useful no

mattr 1.ow Lilt's ,(11!::;Led or refined and suAt%est that investigators who

qnc::tions reardiu- scorer would ordinarily be better advised to frame

their qt.e:;!io:Is fn otil..r way:. (Croahach and Furby 1972:80) . Lord has changed his

!nind in re.:n

. . . there is no lmical or sLatLitical
r)re. C.a.! coutIted On to make proper :llowances Lora

::ncohLrolled differen-es between ,;YOM)::. The

researcher wan!: Lo know how the t-oups would have compared if

tnere had be-1 pre-exi!,tim; uncontrolled difierences. Thu

rcFcar:. .!!(:...: c this type is aLtmptiim to answer a
cino:,Lion Lh:n. (2.111:lat. he answered in any ri::orous way

oil Lie haH5 of ,.0/.:ilahle data (Load 1972:305).

Nark: .!::d (i/ nti:n;Lantiate Cronbach znid ruchy's and Lord's
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As a general ,.110 0: thumb, the investigator computing true
gain estinate should only employ test forms with rellahilities
in fXC5 of .V,5 and especially so if the true gain-initial
true score correlation is expected or found to be .70 or less.
To do otherwise would probably result in an unacceptable large
confidence interval on (predicted gain), and an all but useless
(predicted true ,ain score) (Marks and Martin 1973:190).

rlocause the : :uric Achievement Tests I -IV have reliabilities sufficient to

substantiate' flue' use of the residual gain technique, c' least in the opinions

of Marks and Mart in, this study decided to use the technique to arrive at a

change or gain score as a teacher accountability criterion. The following

studies rter to 'specific differences between the residual gain technique and

ANCOVA.

In previous wcitin, Lord (19i)3) suggested using a multiple regression

:,?proacn in order to ohLain a residual gain score, partialling out pretest,

reressiou, and tet. error e::fects. While the above statement has value

rogardirc, experiment-al research, one might be able to use gain scores as

theeretical construct. of teacher accountability.

Cronhc.ch and Furby suggested an approach for computing an adjusted gain

score which included the ::in1Livariate nature of change within an analysis of

covariance dsi.,;n. They telt that learning or growth was multidimensional and

that de=graphic, e%printial, and organismic information (which they call W

a:,(1 variable::) can and should be considered in this procedure for adjusting

positest scores motif in ANCOVA and residual techniques (Cronhach and Furby

1972:7:;). The.; rvducu IAAe en:phasis on the special role of X (the independent

variable, ,he pretest score) as precnrser of Y (usually the dependent

variable, pw:ttest :;::ore), and reard the whole set aai a vector describing

LUe per:All:i true :.e ere:; Jur pre and posttests as Wx, XX, Yx, and Zx. They

Cial. ever. is tceatment routes are not found randomly, ANCOVA can be used

and it is a(!visa6U .o r(Tress the covariate toward the mean of the treatment

srop !leiore vflie!'ia.; 11 1:1 Lill! analy:ds:
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there is '4 information as well as X, it also contributes to

the estimate. *.i3 doct; Y and 4 information. Here is a paradox:

a proposal to u:;o titv posttest score to estimate the pretest
tru%! score whL.h will then be used to adjuqt. the posttest

';cores! lhe crucial point is that the estimator of the
covariate is deterined icom within-group data (Cronhach and
Fur.,:v 1972:78).

They feel, howv.14. :-, 1;1.1l even this technique is merely no more than a pallia-

Oy..r-Liun-atton (196(.1) used four approaches which they called

1.:o!:urt,s" t.o evaluate the of of school systems. They

denlored,:i: com:non tei.do:ley to compare the average achievement test score of

st ents in a ic.7.!: ;:ith some sort of national average or norm and to

a!-:s.tme the di:,.,.1-pncy :)etween the two averages constitutes a measure of

the educational elleelivoness of

591).

he school system (Dyer-Linn and Patton 1969:

o: ..p'):oachc:-. were of value to t:hiS research project.

Method-I co.:.putod tt;.. pupii individual gain scores for each school system in

ordel to dezive mt.in score while Mothod- averaged pre and posttests

for c ;:c:: Li.ese means to compute residual gain scores for each

racnly;:in; the data or Dyer, O'Connor states that the

.!pproa,:h

. . . MeL::o-X prlerht)le when computing residual!: for groups.
: :ethcd-1 re:liduA:; clay he Liore reliable, they are biased

:et: they arc cw.related with both the inputs and Ow predicted
q:::.nuLs. They .heAd .)e uncorrelated with both. in fact, the

r :;id::al are r.ore reliable because they are systemati-

v::Ily

ti.od-L ri!!ila: :o (:ovariance (A;;COVA) Nethod-N is the

;.1:1 ()lc:mu:or believes Lhat unique Lo the residual approach

u: .ippz-opriat input measures:

S!1(,2 Lien °I the inputs i!:;ty turn nut It)
.)0 !:10C C r ;. L .11 ban LIC Selection of the output meaSures.

a:101'v ne !.107.1v that !!112 use Of socioeconomic

vrL:b1,-; al.. !be ii.pu!.:; !Aav produce a set of residuals

uiu-orrlatd thf.. ::et of re.. ideals produced by usini;
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prior achievment As the inputs. Probably both kinds of variables
should be used in the same set of equations (O'Connor 1972:89),

O'Connor emphaeized the point that group means should be used to com-

pate residuals for comparing groups and that it is preferable to have all groups

similar in sieo; othtwise, the residuals may.vary greatly in their reliability.

O'Connor recommends teine the -residual technique with dummy variables (W and Z

information). In private communication to the writer, O'Connor further high-

liehted his

If your eubjects have been randomly assigned to the teacher, there
should he only chenve differences between the classes initially and
the residual and ANCOVA techniques will produce very similar
results; the correlation between the two sets of "teacher effects"
may be in the hi:;;; nineties. However, if the subjects were not
randomly assiewed, the two techniques may nroduce very different
results, particularly if there are large differences in the groups
on of in i t i h l eLates measures. Even so, the correlation
between the two sets of effects could be in the seventies or
eiehties (O'Coneor 19725:1).

O'Conno .refer': resideal approach, Method-M of Dyer and others, and

staLes y:

As I reported ie my article, the Method-M or residual approach
is preferable to the Method-I or.ANCOVA approach becees the
MetLod-I discrepancy measures are biased. The reasons why
Method-I failed ere complicated; regression toward the mean
aed !eeeeeremeet error are part of the problem in a fuzzy sort
of way, beL there are other difficulties as well. The residual
approlch Fe:ns Lo perzieularly alleviate some of these problems
(O'Ceenor 19;21)::).

jseerch i'v :1-Letheen end Furby, Dyer and others, Marks and Martin, Lord,

eed O'Coeeor .,het ,ein scores may be useful as teacher accountability

eeitesi.; Het ethe: elre:elly coetrolled circumstances. Inerefore, a hybrid

residal .nlopLed in this study dS ",00d approach to use as

Lee iiteretere.

Tee e.sle iArr aed associatee also used a type of

.;Ai Tiir tochnicuo, the Accompliehmeet Quotient, did not

edegee!ele cOntr)1
i r 7trin!iOnS in tc;.chev objectives end wells because, ill

eeneri, the ,eese eteednroized tests ere used for tee whole semnl. Today, it
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is ipo:.t.!::t to u.!0 :.:chr,;' objectives and account for these in the sel tion

oi Stake, Edwards, and Colwell emphasize this

point zln.! Ahiev,.,Iont Tents satisfy not only this requirement as well

1:1 nor:.:d in case the teachers desired comparisons between

s!,!dent:, dud e:her,i in the nation, but also the reliability requirements

of :.!ark;; ;Ind Mirtft. lkerotore, it appeared sensible to select an objective

mtc tk.ay.n,r til :cces:s and use appropriate 'treatment techniques

even ti ,:ar antipodal.

:;riou quetion Co search for answers in the literature

rciat.,'d to .'.0 oter than teacher effects zind previous experiences which

could al t t atc;n.uit ability criterion. Becaut.o O'Connor's technique

e:-.:ployezl, it 1.ces2;ary to doterminc it curtain variablen such as (1)

interai l!o',een pre a:! p3sLtesting, (2) number of class ::wet ".1 times per

(') 0: ,liaute per !.ession for each clast.;, (4) the socio-

e0:!0:-Iic hlture o! and children, and (5) the time of initial pre-

c t..o;:pett.d ret;idual :;ain :tcorc!! and, therefore, should

be incl..-,de! LI1 the equations to derive clasfl residual gain scores.

.; ft t:Y.:;. wyce iound u;vd tiw residual );ain technique

a ;0:- .e. etfeetiveness. la laA, no studies in music

:.:easurements as teacher accounta bility criteria.

(1(11,') i the musical achievement of culturally deprived

.:(!vmt..1ed children at the eleuentary school level usintl

tnc hich III developed ircx.: Time Iowa T.!sts of Music.

,cliabilitie!: tor the Primal ,. Munic Skills Test were

.,3 to tor 2'; hours and from ./7 to .92 LOU iplichalf esti-

:.ateS 3:en e.ot-rections. The .',tliiliiv ut the test Was eSlimated

r,y :1G of :.t:hIcctsy :;o:m computicw

icieiit!. t I. !otal corm d t!it ::cores. .(esult
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c0%..flAxicnt.s ,:i..!dlicontly high with t-LeSL vine; all exceeding table

prebabili:Ae; at tilt. .of l lvvol (lii 11 19/0:105).

Tat. or els sandy included 757 children in kindergarten,.first,

fourth, fifth, and sixt.11 :%rndes from three large midwest cities who came from

de2riveu and advantaed environments. All the deprived children came from

hoc where inco:!.e levels did not exceed $3,000.00 per year and where the parent

was on smie kind ut I Ic I roll. Over 50 percent were from broken homes. ,The

advantaed incomes ranged from $7,000.00 to $25,000.00 per

year. liniv 10 p..retuu ofn ',nese children were Irom broken homes. Based on the

data analyses throuHl ANCOVA techniques, Hill Concluded:

There waF a Fit,nificant difference between the mean scores
on the 1):-Olary Music Skills Test of children in the kindergarten

and first %I-ado ) come from deprived and-advantav,ed environments.
These mean differences were all in favor of the latter gro,,p.

L'ero a si4;nificant difference between the mean scores
on the 1.ol Tes;s of ::us ft Literacy of children in the fburth,

fifth, and flixth grades who come from deprived and advantaged
ironment. These mean iifferences were also all in favor

of the iatt(!r nroup (Hill .970:121).

Further.::or,!, ke

1. There Y.:!!; no differential effect on the FCOVVS of either

Lc':t aero! .;r:! dc and environmental lines which may h.

associated ith In addition tc this fact., there were
no interJetion ei:ccts of sex with either environment or
.!rade, indicatin.; uniformity of performance of boys and

yiti:1 and across all categories.

ficant effect on the results achieved

oA the 1.0::a Te!:t!i of :.!usic Liter Molodic and Rhythmic
:aHtests, Yhen Lho Im.:a Test of Basic Skills scores were

..onsta::r fo:. children in the fifth and st:Ith grades

depri;ed an4 advantaged environments. F val'.es between

environ:.e!lt.:1 .roup:: were reduced to levels eonidered not
:eyond chance. However, levels of. significant

difference between environmental groups femained for the
ilarrouic :;nhtest and Colnposite Test Scores.

an the Primary Music Te!.t and the

Tv!:!: of Literacy can be considered parallel

AC.;.OS the iv prw.pt.ctive s:,r0;le levels between deprived and

envirowental eateories. ENamination 01 Ow

can on tilt. T(.::tf; o 1 n-ic Liter:n.v did indicate

!11yia cit !;Ltadv ia...rease in the distance between each
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y:Ivi.-t:h...eL:1 category ihrou:h

fivy, lar,w nogh it) he statistically
:i

%/cry established dittyrences in the musical achievement

tst pe:.tormince:. .Lp:-ved and advantayed ckildron as jutb,ed by the criteria

hut. to diiiyrenees may he attributable to environmental factors

10 pl'octdurvS remain!; unansweryd.

n di:yessian o. thv ird year conclu,;ious of his five year

Crdo.: (i9i7)

At ';:!t: co:.n1..,11;.:, of Lhv first. year, Li was foetid Chat regardless

of aPtittdo lyvel, 1::(!e.111 who attend culLurally-heterogeneous

able to p,rform significantly bettor on their
inSt:UMela!-; t.tudnts who attend culturally-disadvantaged
school:' AfZer two years of instruction in instrumental music,
no rinifie..n: jif:orerces were found between the etude' perfor-

ran: s :altural groups, although culturally-
studeits overall appeared to continue to maintain

in this endeavor. However, by lne end of three
yvor:z of Instru-o!!tal training, the observed mean difference

;!.e .tudo )yrformance of the high aptitude
s.L..:dt..it.s who .ttend .:ulturally-disadvantiozed schools. NeverLhe-

le, etude t:!ean tavored the low aptitude students

uo attend ,,ult.urally-Loteroeneous schools. Therefore, cow.idering

thy p:-'.'c isio tilt: validity criteria, it appears from the results
of or.Ly t:11CQ vv:H.'s 01. thy study at least that students with high

.Ttit.ue who attend culturally-disadvantaged schools are
c:12.1;)le ei ntandards in instrumental music similar to
th(., ..pt.itide students who attend culturally-

(Gordon 1(972:56).

In !i Aptitude Profile to all filth and

culturally disadvantaod elementary schools and

!tc:ero..e!;yont: ele. iencary schools in Dt.:s Noillt.5, Iowa. Every

ste.!..ut , .t ..,.:,!:, who volhhicort.,t to take instrumental

ond activities lor a iiVt: ycar period was

Ina:,.H a ituArin.lynt provided by ti.o National. Association

i;.1.7.! I :.!!-t.t.tczt:res and donated to the Uaivycsity of Iowa. The

divided equally betwyen the cultural groups.

u evalna:iwi st..uden mtvILcal achieveN;ent after

:h.y. ,onsi.ted rat ins of thyir tape recorded
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intrumrtal etude per!orridoces :Ind their scores on Lhp loYa T!:ts of Musical

Literi.%aLevel Levl!, I dnd 1! were administered after the first and second

years of itv:tructioh.

';;;,Ili' ono Hav critici7.0 Gordon for tif:ing his o.rn tests to validate his

other ::hts :c a published performance examination such as the

Seale, this .current research is welcomed and needed.

ncre Lave !wea very Lc.: low4itudinal protects in music education. After the

flirt gp!ar 01 his study, sirmificant culturn1 differences were visible. But,

by the end .fit. i. a 1;11rd y,.1r, those students who or had more aptitude

and att,hded a crlIhraliv. disadvantaged school did the best - produced the

best -r instruments. There may be a number of reasons for

of proper criterion testing irstruments. But, even

tHe I !I. i.: valid :u reliable instrument, which tne author so

t0 !.tdy is that student:. in ca..ly high school

: :61o01) y:;I v-ry in achievement, and one of 11w possible

ioctor:. vdihnce. ,:ay he their socio-economic and environmental

!ret.:,:; vir researchers ilave 10 control other than

I kiH, too, ,..0uhd sinificaut culturh1 and sc,cial differences

but c. t `c it.,:!

could n

level.

ive:;Li-alLow; d.,:lon!-;Lraled that cultural t:actors

fl't if.:SL scores; IN OLkOr words, Leacher accouhta-

bi 1 i...: ::: t ry: : :,.:,:, ,.0._.th (!ould iNe affecLod by !:a;; t)1' unrelated LO the

C. .: ....ro:::.i.n1:1 conaiLion:, ol Ult. '.:lidcilIfir no:An:J. This

.a,.:- .%:. e'..: ::: i:-.20rLn1 in the preent !,L'Ily :;0 tiu schools

co:.!!)ris,.: c:h11%. :,!%-ta..d, socially di:7;advanta:,d, or ,!11 VVil ::lixiiire of

1:1 ht. .:1 ,1( rk,!t :11 ()I t 1.1

d it ):;.., )covid each icipat itl uisic educator

yit 1, Gno,'r!nait% t .)reda ...1:1 in hi!: .::Indent :-inee this uoe construct

c.iun



.,:!Lehr Jae! 0`. CunS idenAlion of pupil gain scores is

Wita!' Cart and %..al!liot. :) controlledl Furthermore, will music teachers at

the secondary school level have as great a potential for producing growth in

their w:edents than toacners Leaching at the eleme ntary or middle school

levyis.. .ill a !.t::dent :)articipating in a music performing organization have

the oppntunit; CO MUCh as a student participating in a general music

class, history, theory, or music appreciation class':

TJO!;(. queF.Llo:e: led to the research of Folstroal (1960 who compared

the :zusic achievement. of hi ;11 school choral performan-,:es organizations with

students not parti.ipain.; in msic classes. Using the Aliferis Music Achieve-

ment Te!-IL: Colle-e Entr aare Level and ANCOVA techniques, he found significant

differences in iavo!: of the choral groups. In others words, students in these

choral ornizations learned sale specific musical behaviors which could be

measured. Hovvve,-, one interesLin finding was that several of the control

:,roupst ;:ean scor-!- nA.:() differed significantly which indicates that some

musical roth o!.:e-1:re1i for the control group who were without benefit of formal

school :;:wiical ia:Hrnction. As Sidnell emphasizes in his critique of Folstromis

dis.;er:ation, .rowth was often less thaa 1. point on each subtest

(this signiiiean,.e .!ue to the large numbers of students participating in

stetiy). liht c-::::Lon of statistical versus practical significance must be

anst,%!red. !io: doe.; a :111.. is teacher teach for a less than one point gain in

runic Oidnell I t9i 1:'i3-64)?

...01!;:c;1s re::crch led this invesLii;ator to conclude

:eaeilin at the high school level and participating in this

st:dy dvi!.ed to use youtwer age croups of music pupils for the

othe:. k:ouck, Lhey should not choir best performing

eve.: coalu expected 10 !;:i0W achievene nt and

y:.e.nle, a ::lesic educatn- teaching hand in !.he usu.)! it year
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school w:5 encoura;ed to ust his ninth or Lentil grade band for the gain score

Cri:0161V.

The factor re:erring to tuti.lber of class meeting times and minutes per

session have not 1.een investigated in the literature in any rigorous fashion.

Thvre is eonsidrahie et...pirieal evidence 10 support the general conclusion that :

chc! mor times per el: with less minutes per session approach is better than

les tiL.es per week and Llorc minutes per session. For example, classes meeting

for 151) minutes per wee% would be advised to have three sessions of 50 minutes

each rather than two sessions of 75 minutes each.

'rhere are uo i.:nsic research studies in the literature that have investi-

gated tilt: differences in ,;aia attributable to different pretesting times.

Empirical eid.,nce !:u.:,;ests that pretesting in the fall is superior to pre-

,- testin.% in ..:inter the amount of time the students have had to learn

and C:creCore, tr;.r pretest score. With this in mind, the desin included

che;:i; Lur di.erences in gain attributable to pretesting time..

diifereiwe:. ts.'r: interval for instruction was selected to approxi-

mate c.:1 se..!ester's in.;trLi-Lion tir.te; however, due to human nature, it could be

deverm.:Icd in._erva! w..uld be a factor in this study and could be statis-

Lically

rtV literature showed that while gain scores were dues-

tion:tble te,:cher accuintahility criteria, a considerable amount of

effout No research study could 6e found which used gain

.a6te:. ;,Lcc,;:nuai)ility criterion in ulusic education. Therefore, it

e,vcided :.hnt :!-;..; LIP! i,!ost current thinkin.; as eNemplitied by Stake,

Edwards, ColYell, Lerci, O'Connor, and Marks and Martin, a residual gain score

b- ::ould be useful to this investigation. The writer

well awx6c Lh;v L .'a i!1 criterion t.1!; linit,A in r.copo

buL thaL it 0:-ccitaini:1 the usvEuineis oi gain scores in music

education cent ar:h .1nd cvaluaLion. C)nsidering the recent moves by state
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legisiature:; to m.inLlate slate accountability laws, one can hypothesize that if

mw:ic c.!'..e:Itocf, Ark au; ii!ciuded in the evaluative schemes, little money will

be forthcomilw for r.w.ic education programs. Since many mandated programs

include pupil muasure:.:.nt, it was felt important to attempt a reduced version

tite model in this ro!:uoroil proj.'ct. The Music Achievement Test I-IV and

Lite cesi.dual '..e,..nnive with the aforementioned variables as covariates

satisfi..d the requirent!: of the best minds currently involved in this area.

Ratitwz. 01 Teachine ccoss

A number of ti:', instruments have been developed for use in the

systmat.ic observation and evaluation of teachers and classroom activities.

The most famous include .thnll's (1949) Measure of Classroom Climate, Ryansl

OservaLion :;e:ord (1960), Flanders' Interaction Analysis, Medley and

Coervation Schedule rind -Record (0ScAlt t958), and the categories

developed by B. U. and others for analy;:in the verbal behaviors of

stedunt and Leacher into ventures. These scales facilitate systematic-obser-

W:t10.1 oy that are well defined and relevant to the pt.oblem

und,i 1:inki!; of ratim; scales are less systematic and

reql:i,:u a ;i i :w d, 0. infecence on the part of tale observer in order to

cOrreeLiy . 5L1S ' and pupils' hen.wiors. It is important to

t:tat ratin :-Litter how systematic and specific, are still opinions

of tbe :.!ter L. oc ;Wont the proce:;s of tenchin and the environ-

.

alloins;
t-tp..1! i t- ;.; w

0:1 '.' . (2.i . cr into the y.,;.it) icture. 'ihe product:i Of

1 Ytin !;cores lro, in v!;!;ehCC, not toally attribo-

tb taL othe:. e:uenuatin:, circum:a_ances: environmental,

LA1, -.1, irmal uncontrollable variables. Bocalmc:

I.:: 1, tcacii.ct behavior the true cause oi the
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students' behavior::, ar;-,nus that evaluation sho.:1d concentrate on the

behavior:. observable in t.:0 classroom. This is in line with Flanders who

prefers to describe uhat goes on in the classroom. In this. sense, Stake and

Flanders :'''rev Lo %:cifitm evaluation descriptors which aid in the decision

makin 1);;Je0:',S. ilanders sLaLi!s:

Flyst, the heart of thy matter lies in what Lt14 teacher does
influences the educational development of his pupils.

Second, of all teacher actilities, the most salient are the
direct person-to-person contacts and the more indirect
teacner-to-class orlacts. Third, we start by accounting
for events that do, in fact, occur, not what the teacher
Ihinl:s is happenin or what: teachers "ought" to be doing.
Fourth, the most irportant concepts are those which are
deF.criptive of the interactive contacts. Other concepts
in a field of education 1. imply become less important;
these are set aside to be learned and used only after the

prioriLies have been satisfied. Fifth, the search
ior the fowet numlwr of ideas necessary LO help a person

and control teaching behavior (Flanders 1970:3).

.iianderY concept of C Lassroom interaction refers to the chain of events which

occur, ,-ach.oecupvlh,: only a small segment of time. These sequences or chains

of cve:7t:: add up Co a pattern that can be identified, occurs frequently enough

to be of illtere!:t, and can be given a label or name flince this often facilitates

Ever re :Irc!,ei.s have attempted to evaluate teachimi;

Performance withet!L too t. uch success . . . Since 1952 the

.:,Ch teac!;in:., acts which are significiantly and
co-,-rylated with positive pupil attributes and

content achievement adjusted for initial ability has been

nor.' . . . The progress in this area was

po!;!:ibly, for Li.e :;:ip;L part, because of the developmont

0: for amtly::in),, elasaroom events (Flanders 19i0:0.

c!.!:.C,;-, :;,a! !yacher education focuses more sharply on the case and

or, sy:;toms of interaction analysig could become the

o: oror.t!' Lot' preparine, teachers. The ulti::late criterion of

o- fail-cc can bk2 I.ound in the classroom performance of beginnint;

:_hat cia5:..row. interaction is .) series of events and

to t, 1.ekavior conf:ist.s of acts, or pattern!. OL acts, embedded in the
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chain of clas!:room o.:.!;(!l, then a first step is to break down the patterns of

teachin behavior inio ,oacable :;kills" (Flanders 19/0:0. The logic then

would he to break the:;0 patterns down for teaching purposes into a sequence Of

events from sic:i LO complex. So, the ultimate goal is for preteachers to

discoveL, e%plure a:td ihvestif;ato for themselves relationships between teaching

behavior and clast:::oo:., inLeaeLlon.

Flanders' sv,tem WA: interaction analysis concentrates on the verbal

intoracILons occhrri'n: in the classroom. Codngs are made every three seconds,

and a ImItern cla::S period evolves.

Clas:;coom Observation Record identifies three dimensions of

classromi behavior: (X) i.ncludes the friendly, understanding versus aloof

Leacher, (Y) refer:-; Lo ;:Ile responsible, businesslike, systematic versus the

unplanned, evadin, and sli2shod Leacher, and (Z.) refers to the stimulating,

snryyn: vei-st:s the full routine teacher. It might be assumed that

a cod Leacher will .1.Cd11 vo,,ards the positive ends of the X, Y, and Z. scales.

ethr .:le:; e th,:ee are discrete is open to investigation.

0(i!el' .;irategies For Teachiny Scale cl_issiiies ventures

;01. : co:lcupctial , evalnal ivo, informatory, into r-

L , )rch: :.: 1 ,
, sy!; Lyn. Each v1:flit:re inc Ludes

of Level which are similar Lo the Bloom and others'

t Ino L coup le:: ;1;u1 piohably the bust.

: .
z..!ndardHcd and readily ilvniiable. (1()(.9)

.0. uif.h classes and

.td.:ptcd 2 t Lot. perfor;,:in

d..

IVi

The only

:1 1.. cal i i:, cottr.iclorcc.1.

: i cr.) ht. .*; :1: i , 1 ,'0%2,1, :0: , :0

,1) 1,r,* :).)!: I 1 ivt: ..!)(1/1)1* :;,' ,..1; I Vt.'
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Furtio..rt..ore, L, e U L'. t ;I a I rquires that i:tudt.at:- in mie:ic classes

ru,pand a mte-:ic educator desires a pupil to make

a musical response. IL. 7unil play or sin, clap or tap, move or jump in

indicatin inn heh..iior. Verbalization is used but not to the extent

that it c Ioain Lo:lk:cpt in the science and m.ithematical areas of the

curriculm:. H. mtite po:;sible that for this reason Nolin found very few

differenceF I'etween t;eneral music teachers rated mos t

a:d i . t (.a inbc..: 1971:45) .

Hr the 1.1!ao:ls, it was decided not LO use one ul LiteSe iull

in :.his present study. Furthermore, Inc Flanders'

Interiction Techniqt:e requires skilled raters: persons who have had

soe tr,!tninY, in iwer.iction analysis. This writer could not have visited

:.!.; elucatocH classromq in orde i. to obtain data. A

:1 -i I c! )t. 1v Xpt' ncod L'a ers,.t t tia! rela-

. , .1.. C31 iii Cit llSt'd by var ions raLi rf: in different

c;:teorie: .y element was important, too, so that the rating

%.,),.1 rc n.) than 10 to 15 minute:; co,!Ipletion time.

A' :y1.., vary few research studil. in :insic education

A 2v:)i o: j ii fpetiveness crit-Pria.

4!: , For tnis :;tudv, it was necessary to

u!.e in %:1.. (1) speciiically dest::ned for !:,econdary school pupil

ova 1!:a : A'. (:) cou Iii It 1 ied for her i rat dat a in

( "e: in t.;:n.14.nt that i:: pniaisncd, norNIA, and standardized

lea,::ier Evaluation (11n!:Linnnairc (ITEQ), artd ww.;,

H-e inve-tiation. An alr.etna:ive wonld have

,/, lot ;i 1.3 L. in.., rat) i not

4, ,;-,), 4(.1 . !. pnn i.t ;. 31 t it lvii la1) le

! . 1 ; ; : : t 1 . 1 s . ii p I ( Lt.' p zin<1 con a 11:-

Mc;1.:- cVd] .1LIW.r. a!: 1e41,:hv:- CriLeria.
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'Till' 1 i i i with retipee I 10 Oil. S area. Tarcioe, OR'

!r.ed...! :0 Ir. certain philosophical indi'ments evolving round

the ho::: am,!-1.1....cr tor 1.1pling the criterkon doain while being fair

colth.i.fera,e t .:0 i pant s. For in is rea son, it was derided Lo use not:

ey!1: , but. 10 .11 So rct *. ob 1(.1:1 for

ion 01 and e rre 1,1i ionStlip!; amour, these two areas

;kr:. (1: t 0.1 rho t; have ve d Led in some studies:

(Lcit), Anderson (1954), ',..aLkins (1956), and Lut.7. (1963)

as w,11 t.lose Silherhlan (1)71) which demonstrated that pupil

1-.1t n:Ive little relationships Lo other ratings such as

tA .:i!J;ef e:wladia; thcve report,:d by Silber.liart reflect the low

1! ion, ...o!::10 v.6.1 Lou: oa Lc y.Or oi ra tin , :zpec 1;11. 1 y those cOrn-.:,;:l

) 1 t!y.i ;!,:t Be r.t, re1:t ivi. 1', I Lit le rCSearch has been

; ) tl ! o ot teacher: c)1 t , it vas considered

: " ail add i t ion;i 1 d i!nens ion in the cri Ler i on domain,

In j ;,.1. Hy vere accepted i,y their pupils. The reasoning

e..dt N.. nuni ;:tct..nt t t the;:c

andI nt: ::;cosul-t.,! 1,y ;;;.,i in t-cat t!:

:,:;): ie (1.(1 ar.sisL

. : , ; r1,-.1 1:1.11't I, invtt_ i ,11.1 pllpLl

; alt'.

,:. . ; 1!;1i J ).1'. 1.1 L.': t'l .1

-.; Lt.! i t I I tire

! : . 1 . i t . : tI t . 1 : :; i, r.

' 6). r f'.: I,' Ili 1:: " 1 ;'1!. it)11,

" !:).(): 111 .111.;: : I I ())* 1 1 ( I S

-.it crit t-r (!t. 'Awn)

: . . t , t-. ! 1.:1:. v (::(. t.);:i
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principal, !,upervi:or, ;Idiainistrator ratin.ls are roliable aad consistent;

yot, ',.hey do not ..tate mi ailicantly to pupil :;ain or pupil rating; measures.

This iuvestiatiou ducidedto invustiate ratiiu per se and not to Ufa* a

adt!,ivistrato-: C. Lucludin,:, the supervisor of muslc's and

buildin nrihui9a11 no cause it could be anticipated that a portion

ot the part.icintil :!u educators would not have a school district's music

supervi,or, dal-.a supervisor rating was predicted for them. Moss_

rosea:e ase:-...ed that a buildini; principal can evaluate his teaching

st,1,:, yet, quoslon., raised i'y Funk (1973) which show significant differences

:: personality profiles h-tween : :coups of music educators and building princi-

pals iend credence to ti:(' u. OL separate ratin:;

u: Z. not been investi4...tt.t.1 1.11 a:lv r it.,orous faF,hion

...cottd,,cy schools. Lut:,, (1963) used one peer nominacion

1:1 hi .,1 itu.!:rmental rinc. edu,:nL 1 on. lirvs,-evcr, , ;ht. the

I, , pku 12ay i;leet nod advi.;:e adt.iinistra Livfa staff

i Co: i)( 2c profest,01:s. , the lowet: .r.1,,rades ,

%;..! ; 1.- .4, 'O t. ocher teachec:: department:

i . '1:1:ALiVC LO w:,%!: her !)cur educators and

: could rale tkem thoujI they

toacn littl, ,uidancu was

: i t decided to 5 peel.' (..alualions per teacher

)

.wr i;k:0;. ( 1') 1)'; ) .

i).;; 1,1.-!.e (1,1 Lo teacher's

c:( a Lcaciir

t, ahiltLy

io hc



Be( niu.(! ratin %: ;e the only c riteria used for the music student

t ::();;! v.- 1 j,.1 .t
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roup, the :41me five eatef:,ories were used. Research

by Anderson (19..5), ;.:o: (19't6), Turreutine (19'..2), and Watkins (1958) indi-

e:zc.d Ciat in Lms:o, rdtirs OL student teachinl; eftecti,./eness could be used

ever, thou;h 1.10r,;"11 ,otc:d Lo Le superior. Because seven institutions'

music srudent teac;:yv!. u:,ed in this study, the rank order procedure would
or-

nave *.orl Lo ob,in and use. Pupil, cooperatik; Leacher, super-

r'u: it !!n.!,:at. teacher peer, and self rat ill;'.:; comprised the

io: :;coup. The main difference between the two groups

uscl in study %:::s i:tr the peer evaluation cateltory, music student

It'che's t'ated ec,ch oLne while the peer cate:wry for the music educator sample

iLcluded .n.ne peer !...n i educators as well as teachers at difivrent speciall-

Lies ...ho %new (ht. well.

t.:-;;E:0)liEhod as fa: as criteria; you,

tho iate!.:eiatiod!!h:!)._ .n:!.);r; ratin,,s appear to he in need of validation in

re:Ir:oil, relationships add interrelationships amono

.:ritr;oa re Invostiated and rat in;; caue;ories could not be

a-..coptyd ,ensiou or domain. 4prop,:iate statistical

order to i:tvcr.Ligale these relationships and provide

ilYPyc! ' composite ratiu!,,s Lor ench ;,,roup under inves-

t:-

sublective by Lhcir nature - the: are the

,t nerloc!Aanre or sncck.s,-,. :Inch ctItrs Llicsc

Cr):;:r01.1c6 LO any de;,,ree o: uniioriAtv or accuracy.

literature that hy Lite ,:lilt' rati Ili, 10,'i; for all

..c C.11 , .:Lsi:t- . ;110,i Id be avoidd. Viwher:Jore, by ..--npanding

j la' pet' :.eachor if u,! student Leacher,

1: Lt.aL tai: fair Lo i.,c p.irticipants.
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l'rom the ,thoiv riain dimensions - pupils residual gain scores (G)

nnj teachin;.. swces! (R) - four criterion variables were formulated

for the music educator sawple: (1) pupil residual gain (G) , (2) ratings of

evachin talccoss CO, () a composite criterion of gain plus rating (G+.10, and

a di:,crepnncy ,::iterion of '4.,ain minus rating (G-10. One criterion would

have been re6earchably indefensible according to the literature because

(1) stni:Lbs by Barr ond others have shown little relationFltips among the

e....iLe:L!, (2) fairnes pliticipants in terms of sampling the criterion

C.o!.lain wits considered important,. (3) the major criterion variables found

i:Jportant in other -11v:tie!, !Atenld be incorporated into the design of this

prusent investigation, and ('i) Lilo mens by which the criterion domain would

51! Ire: 21.-i: in ort!,r .t.': i;._ at the derived variables should be fair, logical,

aud ::tais:::cally Found. factor analytic techniques appeared to

composite ratin:, (ti) eriLerion as indicated in

1. t,.ese techniques would be used in this present: study.

prere:: .7n!. not t,xperimental but: used experimental techniques

0 ::Ort.!it df,..riprive :;tudy of thi3 nature must develop a

accountability. Tw. criteria e:.ployed in this

1,1. o' con!liructs derived - Gain, 1:atlin, Gain

)1e!. 1 . ,:tiu - so that predictive relationships among

vnriables could i C investiated. It Will;

these criteria miy,ut. be highly question-..

tle yu. tainkin:; yet, current trend:. poduot

tbaL to sol..a. L:.tvAL,

. To clo:,e, ond

:%:t '.;1!t.- fL1.1!_cil ..11'; 1 C

! '.:t rt. II '.:i

vAlid %,.eans tound



t..e li..01.i..t.ce and t:cLL' :ivnilai)le to tile writer and his cor.uttittee..

yill C.;.. ' t. connider.lblv amount of ti.t.:e and effort

0r.d.. :0 Li4at dema.nds of this study were

:;o ow can inclnde every porLi0:1 of LIu. tvacilin;', act;

:oopc oi ;hi:. study an attempt: wa:,. made to be a:: thorotOt and

ec..-orencnr.ive hn:..anly possible.

:Ei.:.':10::SUIS OF PERSONALITY TO NUSIC TEACHING SUCCESS

ot I chapter hi.,:hlifthted the pertinent research

s'..adle.: it t:ty 1 i t..at indicated that personality variables could be

to predi...t Li:chin and music. teachint; nuccess to some degree

o, concew_ates on tho!:e studief: most perLinent to

+. i ..ti i ion awl the techniques used to

I nterrelationship amun personality variables

oppose P t-edic L iu: i. ud ie. on the thesis

ort':i.Li. ::hu!id :mplemcnt selectiou and re tenciun programs.

, to tne relationships and

L11 criteria nd report the ....csultn

This i:, in tact-. Yhat moc..t prediction

: . L, ace ackl:owled;cd in study.

-.:0 ir.vc:11LaLl'

a a; i1 den.f...ndeni

i
i nd Pred ic t lull imp ies ac the

I). oce can incinde

At-:: : "Lne:a. :;c0:*e!, s a pr011Ie and these

. .. o I. :;lie c;;:. 1 1 !)( 0:;!. i n occ npa

.!:

: . :. . ':-L : ( p i eL ior:, at'e vhlid an.;

LN::Lfi arc
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For v%=pl, (1:6) wery %:b1t, to nific%intly differentiaie

t :: Lit ...4..ent Ives usi, jusi. personality (EPPS) and

peronnl hi- :turn da.a. Grila included: (1) salary level, (7.) company job

tiVic, 0) .V; in the liaye Salary Survey, and (4) appraisal

pc.riomance at least 3 former supervisor:: (Rawl and Rawls 1908:

1033).

proaictions can be made hut only in lit;ht of certain,

Ier!; succe!;;;. ciieria. xeLutives and evaluating; teachers

(Lu ccT.;plely ditferi.nt pro.:esseh and require unique models. It is in Lids

that hecatv;%. c.Lu i)e made, one should consider a prediction study

or ,-,rdic..:ive aid alon; wita a ho:-;t: of other tools for counseling

rat;!..!r excludin;;. it was this fundamental

nosit t.;a1' Ult~ writer cautiously oilers the followilw studies

Ill:,.. in light his selected des i4;11 for this

area of cotiplex. (inc :ust consider separately those

nkr:-.anal ity tr.:its and ip.havi I rom those of the

Lo ..nLerest.s, value, ., attitudes,

!:Ludies: have iound ;:i...,.nificat personality

in.iertip,atd the dynanic dot...ain in depth.

Th. :o1; 1 ' tilt personality trait it.::t rtimetILS have heen

ove:- a cow.idera)1L. period cf t The te:its

h,:ve i)en the :tinnc!...oi:1

1('1'1)t') ,l1 t 1.:(11 ..ards:

r r he I'S 011:11.iLy Ca( :t ('!" Qlit.!S i. 1 0:1110 t , W.

L .
:)1. I )' 1- .1 . I: s; 1 i i , and

'io elli-

and !:o InLun..:;t. inventories
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a!1:;ble 'Jut IldV0 locr reliabilities than the trait tests. These include

T,.aher AtLAt,t(!o Inventory,, the Strong Vocationl interest Blanks,

and the Kuder Preference Tents to mention but a few. In general, these tests

r;vzulure surface attiiudes, .ire easily faked, and do not measiire the more

in:;rained nttitudes ni!A m.)tives such as values and mores (Get:.:els and

Jack,:ou 1933:520).

BecauFe of til di;:.iculty in personality and motivational measurement

as well as in Cr area of defining teachine, success, little consensus has been

1:!und in :be lite:ni.e. that have been empirically derived appear to

corrola:e ca!:. criteria while showing .little relationships to gain

criteria. 'Zbet:e finlin Llny be more affected by the criteria than by the

lorscrl.;Lv

Ly%: investiated motivational variables. The Motivation

T :i C.!1't.2l1 a:,d others ns selected for use in this research project

benu:::: it aLte:...flp,?: C.el e ,1.:eper into the realms of drives (ergs) and senti-

is more fun fur participants to take ttin the

instru.:wnts. Only odo previous invesciat.ions have used

i :; cosi and difficulty ,complexity.: of scoring

ia:!orios, and machiie scoring expensive. However,

motivational variables in each of two

11 reflects those dimehsions that are internal and

reflects dimensions which ark. conscious and

!11.) -;t:ci.11 i ti nit ..,'t..

. 1 L:oilduLLd by

Land (1!,(!) 7.;ajoriny, ioresLry aL the University of

period UP)1-0). Answer; to

(). i ! t.iii! : 01'1!.1. .k.it11
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?. Are the personalities and motivations of forestry students
different fre:n those of other college students?

3. If there are differences, what are the implications for
better professiohal performance and/or curricula changes
which might lead to better performance?

. How eon the ;it:if-selection of students in forestry be
i;:,proved (ifolland and Beazley 1970:421).

Their coacern centered rouad the newly created problem of professionally trained

foresters to successfully maaage forest and related land resources within rapidly

changin patterns of dec.ands for forest products. The motivations and traits

of person :; with abilities may differ from those of the general

forestry student.

Using t-tests across the 16 variables of the 16IT and the 20 MAT variables

a.ad co;:7nrin those to the average male college student scores as found in the

the liandno;:., tney concluded the following:

In ';eneral tnes iindin:s, in re,;ard to the primary personality
cnarac'.eristi.c!. (itili.$), indicates that the forestry student, in

comparison with t:e reference population average, is more
reserved in manner, more intelligent, more emotionally stable,
less demandirn;, more ent:husiastic, more conscientious, more
Low;nrinded, more forthright, somewhat less assured, more

:.elf-reliant (Holland and Beazlcy 1970:421) .

0: LiR2Su motivational characteristics
;.*:!;: t. tiat. y !;Ludnl, ,:onpared to I average male

c;111. ..e concerned with material activities,
raturally, is to Wect the world

iehd Coard independence and aut.ono:Ay.
1::rthr:luro, fol.-entry students appear to lack an e.,;ocent:ic life
sLy:, :iave a to .,eed ::(A. career status and economic compti-
Lio. , to ;,t. ;;nd ,.,enerally satisfied and contented

'.:vii !wit.c.d to atLailimouL of leaderhip

in ..c private forest resources where people,

d,AL ecoh,;.. 1:- i.eavily involved. 1.herefoi:e, the complaint that

is :ter :op lil major iocusis product:, co:apantes appears to

,t1n..-,!. techniciann al.d researchers. "'there

t1' ;c1i;).! :( .11cuvS!:1)11 dOVOIOpi:lent. of U. S. 'forest Service,
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for ::ample, as v.:feet:ye, decentralized public forest resources adminis-

terin.. w'enc-,. hal. oen tit e ia large measure to the kind of people attracted"

(Holland and 1ha4ley 1`Ji0:.:2). They concluded by statical; that forestry schools

will need several kinds of ;;ction for preparing foresters, managers, technical

con!.ulants, andn forLh. They sugyest that a program of personality and

metivational e coainued so as iv counsel and advise prospective

forestry student:.: to d!:.!.in:Jii.s!! between the students who are technically

and :lateriall: oriente.! those interested in manxmlent.

..le eat. question the use of t-tests across each variable with

considerio., tor the interrelationships of the variables, Holland and

3ea::loy :lave e.hon that personality and motivational variables do differentiate

:orestry !..dent- :Lh),;; ,one:al college population. This was also found in

litera...n!..e :h ehf,ht. .u.: is students. but whether these variables

s.!par:It, :.1cct.!;:; levels is th.: huanwe:.ed crucial question.

Iraan (1972) u:u...d the t:u1t. ure Fa ire IQ Tst

o::itti:L quest ionnai re (11;;P1) , and the School

,t io! to 1?: 'diet four :.tand,t,:d.i.ged achit::vement test:

sc:ier.ce, , and read

::();;;;: pred Lioil Inc i 01,

3 .0 : ) i:ti irz.tder:, 142 :;(..:,./ent. '.1.-,AtIer!; a ttendin,e; nidd..e

: !I00 1 0 ; phpi. ls.

:tun a: ndepen-

.1 .,:110.1 I se Cry:: even hoti".11 L ht.!

rt. : accordia Lo iei!c

"6..en.:!:e the liSPQ .._onLain!. a t!(.7.1urc., 0;

prcdic!i,,.1 can he utained

wiLi;%)ut CFI m.-Isurc"

(C-t L-1 1 . : J .



151

An interesliw, finding WAS that with these grade levels, the uninte-

grated Fcor..:; wore eivtuilly llelSS in the prediction of achievement and

appeared to act as suppres!:or variables. 'they suggested that counselors and

educators should still use both in order to shed light on the relationship

bet,:een en!.nteated Y,OLiV.Ation Score's and achievement. They obtained a

muitiplt U of .il in the area of mathematics, the variance accounted

for reached bl percenL in the sixth grade and o9 percent: in the seventh grade.

It is ihl.:.er(:w..in,! twit they found such a high multiple K considering that

the is a.A1 has not been used very much. S'eVIT is a version

of :wr d-signed ,:econdary :school use. No studies have been found that:

u :cd the :i.Vi: test with teachers so there was no related literature to ;;slide

i.s p ::ent re s ihvcsiii;dtion.

1):: urc-:eL,; GourIzi

A:. reported ih Cnapter I, 3odenstab (1V06) ;ound pf.yehomotric differ-

ences 11 int,..le!;1_ areas inclLdinA music and among the grade

':-011nq of elemehLtry, pecial, and secondary. Using a )v.\ OVA design, he

conclA,-; Le;:i profession is psychologically heterogeneous with

repe,.; (!;ode:1!: a:, 66:319).

:,tedfys (P)1) and Funk (197..;) hear directly on the problem of

ht.; .;:o t ,,11:1
i

t hi:, ....roup of music stuck:a teachers differed

i Lt.:L . ; ohti :101-;;:i : :t'11. co:icc:pL . deference, and

ion, itraception, and am:iety 1970:241).

:%! !XISic te.:c:iers and Jj admr.is,rairs

!ouLhi.C:, AH.,:Ona school t;, Funk (l 9/3) investigated

:ti is nhd aLLitudef.; about Ealsic education hetween

ti!e . PPF-Form A to gather ha!:ic personality I. rail

n!;! dc 7.- 1 l op:Hon!!aire attorded :.e:ondunts

LO contri...ersial C-teStS for the
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personality variables und chi :=quart: for the opinionnaire variables for checking

diLfereuces between iite 'coups, Funk found 16 of the 23 personality factors

(he used primary and :eonday scoring procedures) beyond the .05 level between

the group means of music teachers ,:nd administrators.

The salient personality factors characterizing the group of admill-
istrators were self-discipline (self-control) and will power,
conscientiousness, leadership, social boldness, emotional stability,
WarlAtil, imaginativeness, social polish, and sensitivity. They

appc:;.r:d to be rela%ed, ::elf- assured, and confident, trusting,
well-adjusted and free of anxiety, apprehensiveness or feelings
e: Vic; t :ere conservative; they lacked objectivity and
tended to react on Liw basis of feeling rather than thou;;ht.

The music teachers were characterized as being outstanding in the
areas of creativity, social polish, sensitivity, conscientiousness,
self-sufficiency (independence) , neuroticism, imaginativeness,
tonsehess (feeling "driven"), intelligence, self-discipline
(self-control) and will power and social boldness. They are
co:l-ervacive, trustin.;, and introverted. They lacked Objec-
tivity and were seriousmiuded rather than gay and carefree.

appare:!t. ,oh:rn!Its between the two groups should be
coil.. iered oS7A.ci.:11.v :!.,porLant because these differences, if

1,re-:ent to a marked de.:i-ee between an individual principal and

tea,her, for difficult relations between
them: (1) The a&Anistrators appeared to be outstandingly warm

whil- music teachers were more cool:, reserved
nf: Iii ad.:Iinistrators were relaxed and emotionally

while th, teaqhers tended to be tense and eaily
!) The =ie teas:.bers we much more inclined toward

the adi...ini,.trators. The music teachers

:Ippyred aad preferred their m:n decisions.
Tiwv in conirz,st m0ro

(rnn!; !973:143-147).

p' .k! 0.npal.ed it.cm :)y u. 1 :le opini otwa

.! : di.f1.01-e2cc:; found to exist beyond the .U5

level : 1J1 the 12 state LO p:ty

Th:!: : i,.t e: dLal

. ior .) of

).. .(1 di i

. d. L.'. ", III I: k. t.;. j)01.1

'1 . , 1 I.:.

IL.

,J;.t.iy L.C,..11

,,tatc!..1vnIs pcoble:.:s o;
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equipment, physical plant, and transportation of which 3 were statistically
.

slynit:icant. The si::!h area of controversy, that of direct: person.to person

relations between music teachers and administrato, elicited 7 of .19 signifi-

cantly different responses. The seventh ar9 included statements ascribing

a typical personality to administrators and music teachers and only 2 of the

6 ite ;is were significant. Therefore, Funk found considerable differences in'

opinions between ,ronp:, of music educators and administrators across these

areas (Funk 19i3:1.2!,-llio).

ne re:arkable cl.formity and consistency of results obtained in
17.ezuntring personality factors, values and attitudes of teachers
in all areas of the creative and performing arcs, lend weight to
the conviction that a selected group of evaluative tests in these
areas might prove to be a valuable predictor of success in the
creative art:; field (Funk 1973:159).

un%is ::ttadv was neither predictive nor differentiative of personality and

op:rionnaire differences; among!, goodness levels of administrators and music

educator,,. He !Amply confirmed previous findiu..;s that personality profiles

diitur a:Ilong teacher speciality groups.

Furthermore, this study could be misleading;. The fact that statisti-

(Lally varidJles were found to differentiate the groups does not

t.at the rest:lts will hold in replicative studies nor would these variables

be use:n1 in applyin,., res;res!.ion analysis techniques as implied by his conclusion

relatin Lo !;ncces:1 in tne creative arts field.

:.bird in a s..rius of studies of music therapists who work in hospi-

tal,. settin;;s concentrated on the "Persc-Aity Traits Of

Cle:ap;.!;ts" (S1:,Iti:1 and others l9h8), The lf,PF was used to contrast

:.core: : betweeh :;le therapist i;roup and a musician performer group.

Wu tzaiLs differentiated the groups: sober-lively and

A third, rusting-suspiciow,, showed a tendency toward

tindi;t:; !:tif;;;est th.tt the music therapists are more

con!,ciioo:;, and ten' Co be more lrustitu; than their musician
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PS I. 1:0 r a 01.:U 1.1L1 ; tl; %/Lai n area of the

2 rot and cuunot ..s .1. . d .n de tinit ive accord t. o C1 w twa re her I:

cumparia he ilttr.i.c therapist ;Joni) LO the r,ene ral population, the

scores Sluyte::t tai music therapist group is snhstantially more

intelli chi and Jolt.!yt.liodcd, moru cOnseivatioW: and sell sufficient

or resourceful. and 1.:o.o Ir:.s.,iu:Tand placid than the :;enoral adult population.

A !I Lir c (Up.: C i performer group st1;,,ge sts that this group

ia i 1y 1;(1..*t. i ;:tvil , mon.: happy lucky or lively, more venture-

St. CC or ,"t)ota:;eo,.is, Ic;iduriain (led or sensitive, and more self sufficient

:.esourceful. These s)iest that a similar profile exists for

:7,roups of !Atuiicians an,! ill:A personality variables nay not differentiate to any

sul1:41.:ilntial de ',cel. -;01:;1. mutdc educators, and performin musicians.

Thi.s support :. tne oth.-,s found in the literaturo that si:,,nificant differ-

are to r.unician %-t7oup:: to oLhee proicL;sional and

L;:k. .eneral population. It also hints at possible pro-

musieiann.

) t'. 114 ,;(1 t 1) ;'); UCA':;!. 1.01.* ior

. , , :hlt:5:Ut . i t W.

' .1'.i lit 'les (see Section OnL 01 this chapter) .

I ol ' 1.. :-. . : : i I 1 v 1 (i i",tV, r

1. t:C C.

V.!1.1

1.):...- :10 t 7)( (It

i ,

-
- i

- a f t iti
- ..): I ;

:,11 - , 1

- I.. ..
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12. Seashore - 'l it tore
13. Seashore - tthythm

/4. Seashoq - Tonal memory

Shy iound that the rAnking procedure was more valid titan rating evalugtions.

Furthermore, rtudents with above median scores on the significant variables as

fresamen maintained tneir InTeriority throughout the lour years of the music

education nurrieultrA hile.students with below median profiles tended to stay

belud th ;tedian terouhout the program.

Mor,,.an'f! studv, to .1 certain extent, was used as a model for this

inve!:ti:%ation. First, sac w.t:: very thorough scholarly in repnrting data

Second, :-n used the hest ,lad mot sophisticated ire4tmenis of the variables for

her analyses. For rather than just accept a composite rating score

a priori, : ;he co:.contn interjude reliability and then us cd a partial correla-

tinal :tppoaen to deriv,. residual rat ill score criterion for each partici-

%.uric student. Leachr. Uolh for rankins and ratings, she stratified

the mn!.ic student teachers iatu 4 criterion )%roups. The iluitrument she developed

war Laoouilly piloted an,! tested before use in the study. SO,niiicant differ-

in pvofile:: Lou!id between successful and less successful groups of

=sic in.!, led titi: inve!Al!,,ator to decide LLal (1) person-

cenld he :neasurud, (2) personality variables alone should comprise

Inc c::perl:.:ental

p!ida (1),0 u-,ed riNPI along with other c::periential and background

infers. ::, it t to predict : :dent. Lenchin success at the University of Illinois

with obs,!r..,aLion Accord ac. the criterion. Criterion variables

inclu.LH Pattern X talin r, iers to ;riendly, understanding versus aloof teaching

behavior, Pait,.rn -dhicn refers to the responsible, businesslike, systematic

;, and .1..ipsh0d Leachin:; behaviors, and Pattern Z

%:h:ch rciy!'S Cu surenc veriu. dull routine teaching

benaviar. tit to.nld could preiiict to :sums: deuee of accuracy Patterns

X culd 4 for music student teachers.



nu:.h of t!:e siude,t teachin); e%perience involves working; with performing

ace primavily teacher 0-reefed and conducted. The

i:eord Y:,;; desined loc tn:e ref;ular classrooms and could, therefore, be

const(!e:ed inappropeiate :or mu:it NUsic teachin:; situations with the possible

exci.pti.)!n: of %eneral 1.,w;Lc, history and theory, and li::erature and apprecia

tioa cic.!;ses in whici. the prevailing classroom atmosphere might be similar to

of her :; "hoot classroo.., kit:, its use with performing musical organizations

such as :sand::, 01'C:IL!!.ra, ,:nd choirs mu st: be questioned. Yet, Duda is 10 be

comended ;.or desi.rin: a criterion instrument which was well tested and

standardk:vd i a t.k iield and was reliable and valid.

clasroom behavior per se is not the prevailing

problem Le :.che r w::.!1ess:_.s not reasons ,for Leachers leaving the profession

1953). lhL.-c ';:oakne!..s.is are not recorded by Ryans' Record, yet,

nc:el:ore, criteria nor evaluatirg music student

;tc.coss relote to the act of student teaching in music.

problem which all research studies must acknow-

lee to Lhai Duda really d;.d not predict student

: ucc,

-r:

t;e:. he really did k.as to invest:A. .,ate sorae

:e t.echaiques; and, while these ;irC nmin

: int ascutainia:; of si;.!ailieaf multiple

T.iuse tquaLion:; Lef;LL,d on a differ-

The to,nal to divide tile

1,1!- each h.:11 dPd CFU!;::

Lo f or: .111 i.o! 1 t iply uqua-

L. s!k i 1 L

witla!ly !;raLler 1:1 ::111,p1L

t i t L i i t : 1

:1.1- . . I' Ultd..:

p :It-Ct.:F.! 1 ;ink) ,:;:r u ;
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student teachers. It is possible that in 1961 the need fur cross validation

not empha!:i.;:e1/41 al. much as it is today in the scholarly journals.

The significance of Duda's study for this present research Investiga-

tion Clat he able to predict for certain behaviors as measured by Ryan's

Record: primarily Patterns X and 7. which refer to friendly, understanding,

stimulating, imaginative, and surgent music student teachers. The rationale

for these findings could be that underlying these criterion behaviors are

basic personality traits or variables. Since he found some M1.IPI linkage to

tbese patterns, it would have been ideal to see if these really were signifi-

cant with a music educator Iroup. In other words, if Duda could predict

success for music student teachers using a criterion instrument that, in the

opinion of this inveti-,,,ator, was invalid for his group; then, it stands to rea-

Nen !That :he personality doloain was interacting to such an effect as to affect

nis rel;ression equ:Itions. '::ere the independent variables really independent

or was au really :howin:; that the criterion variable patterns were linked to

pers.oniiiity pattern::: II this were so, this could determine why he found

significant. equations when his criterion related little to what a music student

dot'! in Luc act of music student leacning and in producing

mus!cal. 1earnin,,.s in hi idie:t:

all.D:A.1 t he commended for researching an area of interest to a..4.

dU :?L0I'S. S ti.1eut teachix; is crucial to the predictive potential for

V.;:C lUe only problem is can one iind criterion variables

Lacnin and music Leachin,:: Popham with his teaching

L!;ks criteria t:;o1::;ht Chit ht. could, but even this approach needs further

1;ec,lue hoih Ecrau and Duda found siniticant predictions for

:::udent ,t was decidcd to ;(t ii 11.USIC IvaihCrS

e(;Cid i e 11!:C, cl ;.;.1 coup to !;ubf;tantiat(! preditions, f any

were icr:utl, :or t-dlIC.Itor., 0:1 L theory that lir:it a prediction equation
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must be enerated for showing a personality profile for the successful music

educator. ii this were possible, then music student teachers who were success-

ful may show a similar profile and could be predicted. Both Duda and Morgan

used the MMPI, Morgan the earlier, experimental MPI version. Both found person-

alityvariables significantly related to music student teaching success. Both

used good statistical data treatment. Therefore, it was decidsCuse music

student teaceers but. Lo use as many as possible from different teacher training

institutions. 3y seven institutions' music student teachers., a breadth

of experience and abilities was desired which could reflect the multifarious

characteristics of the mw.le educator sample ;;rotip.

Turrentine.(1.9h2) used The Ohio State University Psychological Test

colle:e chi: once e::ay.-.ihation board's Scholastic Aptitude Tests; - verbal and

Quick :;orin- Mental Ability Tests - Grade 9-16, high school

eertil r-nk, sop:lor:o;o yea:: CPA, uidc theory GPA, and teacher trainin

GPA for !;tudent Leachers at Lawrence Univernity. Like Duda, he

used :1u1tiple tveonique without cross validation and found methods

co.!rsei: a:.1 hi:;h cvncile rank related to music student teachin:., success

in :itudent l'urrentine can be ques-

tioned tn;in !,Ludent Leaching :;rade df; the sueces criterion

Lnek t ilc teni io nnd negatively skewed. Previous research was

supported in that and previous experiences ace related to predicting

musie t ,.!! Ilowuver, , by us lin; tllc '1.,Acie point a ye ra-:,es of

s,,verni course!, t o van; Le sLudeat: teach in, .,.rade, he may have found

3impiv a rulationsnip LLJ1 i.. known to exis%. Grades predict suture grades!

T:0 C,0 music ';tudent teacher :; in the sample appeared sufficient for cross

opinion I the GPA cFII'rlotl varinhic was

!;til!icio!:L :0: at.:()11Y. the music student teiilers: the other

po!--1H;)!.;.i%y LiUrhco Univer!.ity ha!; only superior msic student teachers.
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Anderson (1966) used the 16PF and concluded, like Turrentine, that the

best itw,10 predic:or was the total GPA. None of the other variables, especially

those personality trait variables from the 1OPF, was signiicant:.

Anderson (19( 5) used a composite rating of the cooperating and super-

vigin teachers ar the criterion of music student Leachiw; success for students

at the University of Southern California. As mentioned in Section One of this

Chapter, no found three significant variables related to music student teaching

success: (1) the objectivity factor GZTS, (2) the masculinity factor CZTS, and

(3) the ::ymol production factor of creativity from the Proiect Potential

Tests of Creativity; all a:: the .05 level. Because he had only 19 music student

teachers, he felt that regression analyses would have been undesirable for

predicLive purposes. Uov:ever, since he had 13 experimental, 1 criterion, and

1.) .:Iusic student tecbers, no probahly could have tried to develop some multiple

L.at: chi cquaL techniques. Certainly, he

did no. 11::./, n.1:.011., to cross validate.

Andel-sent!. c o. cceativity demonstrates the difficulty of measuring

ti;11 area ob;etiveiy and effect ively. The Guilford-Zimmerman Interest

Loo unsophisticated CO measure !Imre than superficial

ir..er,:!.z!.. The h:e oi tne Muf;ic Talent Tes tinst he questioned since

there :ece at. lea!t H1..e 'letter, more valid, and more reliable instruments of

1:1sicality :aiiable: the Gordon, and Seashore Te!:ts. Anderson does not

01 the Kmn.

1,:;do1' .; prediction in his title, it did not appear in

tThe ody o: the t.,.:,1 :,Ludy further substantiate the hypothesis that

personilitv vari,:hles !:0;nificantly related to witsic !Ancient teaching

1 t%:0 ver per:ona!ity; objectivity

toubi diiferenee!; ill te.:t results between

hi IL..Icher.; and master teachers. The lac!: ot difference
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in in::ers: r:ight ho du. to the high dez,,ret 01 selectivity in the sample and

oi in no testing instruments.

Andersen to he co.amended for investiating Inc use of published,

sza.-.dardi.7ed hist..rul.,ents to mu.sic student teachin:, success. Furthermore, he

cocducted a pilo: :;tudy to dutecmine some characteristics of successful music

Leacher:: inservice. he did not compacc this sample with unsuccessful music

teahe::s uo,.. did t-eseste;!chers complete all the tests. However, the crucial

poLct ,!tf.eceed this pre:nen,: study was that Andrron attempted to derive

certain !::,,::-acteri,;t;ct] iTrom music educators first before studyin:; Music

aL USC. his plan of validity attack was adopted in the

ot thi prenent: sLu,:y. Also, published, standaedized instruments for

epH::iental cri:e:ion variables were used. v;hile one may question

oi a:Ialyses, his 6Ludy wan thorough in concept,

.'t'i.:. .cd, w, 11 wr;ALen. IL ansii.ted pre:neut. !:tudy because the

Ct.:;;:.ed to :.cdcon......a.c on Llic Llusic cducaLors to ohLain the

nx.iple, 1.0 devlop ptedicLive rerennion equations

validaLe to mnic Leachrs while nsin

!, tor (; ::La

(P: ,) th reLAionnhip,. :)o,;eon Ike conce.pL,

:
C noric stn,lenl teachers and their

'1:ne sIndent:

i:y Setol , n. nehoo1

I ), and

. nornohality variables

d :.ut:,:e!;:;fill and unnuccsniuI

.; I :1-

(.;,'.)::)
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did not chant's' iront helore Ludt ttt teachin;; to afterwards. Ile found that-a

conettpt colited.io dependent, vonfomin, and gregarious music

student teachers. 1. :,11 adjusted students exhibited less anxiety and the

achievers indicated a need for deference (to yield in opinions, judgments,

and wishes and havin!; reveeL ior superviscrs or coopertin:., teachers), order,

and ariliation with a lo.:! need for autonomy. These arc interesting findings

becal!ov tv !:how a po....siblo personality profile for a hihly rated music

studcil; r :,e cou;:ormin, t vi.shes and dCS S supervising and

coopc!.ril! i..:cher: Yet, studies with mw:ia: educators (Funk 1973, Lutz 1963,

iv i, and lv,)) i:ave :discovered ditferent personality patterns.

The fi ahce ); irdicatod to this invosti;,,aLor that:

Li:'. r ::ay ie!.,:nc...; in proi nes due to :AI,. criterion variable': between

ell:cator:. :ticcussLul Litud..ht teachers, (2) if this

.:hould in.: studied Lirri., and (.) LhaL the better

bt Hilt.' La LAIL ,:tt!LhOri ty imar;es UI the

teacher . The 1.'.r: L that. ti i Ow 1.! .t' I.

c 0,1c e? L y :*t.' 1 CI led LO c Student cd the

; t !!.!rt io:IS in t.Itc 1.101 twit luilai areas nil gill. produce

(P.:).;) do7o1oped a !tti.lent To.xhin: ;.veutory rhicll at; mailed

.o coo7etotin' student teachers. He ativ,iipted to correlate

o; ,aeperatify. teachers' elleetivonc;;,; witli ratings given by

a: :.:per7i,:.ar!l. He showed a po:i:ive correlation.

Tt!.t , ad rceords to gather data

, a:d.t. to derive correlations

: pc. Cc!' . , t i otl t. t.

Ycli c_n vv.:In:at. their coopera-

I valid, dak 01 interfere? Most
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162

Evcn if h could pccdict well, he provided no

foc ;1 siudth:;. Lcachk!r dnd cooporat tvacher

I. 1 o!!0.; sini 1 i cant_ relzit 1.0.1,;11ips suck:ens and pay-

, 1 I:111.L a: low: di cl.a IA! COV.L. IOC!: able cooperat.

1)Oe.t11:C Of 1.1.'a Vt,' .:(1 J.1 onsiderat ions.

i L. t.) rc. in,: ibis scleci. ion p..oce:::: was c;orIbwhi I l., lw did not

cued k p:ky.; en:a implet.:cnLed a I k 'CH lye is ka Illinois.

.. i 11iam:3 I find Lif;,:; is Li.a.L , 10 a CC rtail ,

coo): -r:! t Cit 1CALVenO5S OC VbeeeS:: eIll be predicted. This aided

a. i Z.t.irt;wis Lhe claim that the emphasis

d t k) .ht' , IL t;ould b very difficult

l t7 .::. L too , c.00perai in.:, teachers

. .;i.. al :}ar jr . le educators

L 17eW :;Luki dile i On h': : VI' L Led

00:)L .1 I. :; Lltd v;11.. t. variaoles. Many

and joas 11

1 ;. 1,!l* e O. lirs, effoc.._ ill

L;:; i ;n:..(L: e...;peri en-

k B(2..1, (1 (./2) i..;:a:.1 (:,..(1,!!! o.1,::1 CPA, 1 :(:: ;i c:

, ..;!;;; n. 1 ; k.Lhoki!: (,i).% ;inu.!ki

: ( : HI . 1 1't:1;:t.wd 10

(1 (..10) ouni. 1; L hcc....een Lac

Lt) a edncaLion de:'rec

c. ; ;1,1:k; ;i:td t('; :)IeI. iiC

:
(1) 1 ,



1 t".. 3

(.:) pupil l:noy:od aTid a.id (3) t.and peefomance. He

o! Lir!:t. and cuid dial i:Ivestir,afoc

pypa:vd CIA.. 1:01' :ecoad. The .i.;nil-icanc. of ;..la:: study

to Lhat. Lc tu:ed Lca:tiro!; of pupil t:ucces aF

ot thuf 1)and

;11 aHo pupil :n.u6cet::: criteria :juce it .3 fhe band,

nsd to indie:Itc the sucee:n1 leveis of

so, i;a1-1...o...e.1.6i, tiwa, all pupil L}pc of

tcache: accoun,aLility. linrtbermoi-e,

a !.d ind L.:.pc...i.nceL; as reflected by

: 1:

tr;

n:y; on the hand d i roc ors j or in:;trtulents

dV01.,ied i nt.q. inn 111d0 tneSe

tp:it pn0i.1 a!-; 1.111:;ic toachur

L c Bt nuer and St rue)

.: ,...d ut o the criteria,

.ati:: w1,1 pup i 1 t-,/,11 1:61t Lou! :1 1110 1 diti:r.

1. : ; t.'1! 1>"(ri.0:-:S 10.1:11 : 'le:.

l (.;) in Ktf.1LUCh.V

t (::-'2.;) on 1114

11. r vcd r ho 4: 01.-:;14/t'VV1 SO1' ,

L.dc..t. He found di,:ferences for

.1:; ..,11,,I4

. . n a 1 :11. 1

C(..)11:6V..11 .d '6.'11 I. ;1/41'... 1 1',Ort::::

c,: .; 1 :..

.11

I 6111,.1 tier %.6.01

t
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:WY t 0 .4, I:101t., moody and i bu L tile ItO! I ili ty

inward to.:ard themselvoF rather than outward
:

.con2 oi in:,trumental 1;lusic. tvaeners, Lutz tumid that they

we :e 1 1. t i o (*o..,pul!*.ive or neurotic. :,chavior: Wvre IcS:; Moody and

Co :.oncerns, were more c apable of deep emotional

t : ..b1 . to profit t -oil experience, had a hit;hur dcree of

al;d re:ter able tO manii.c:IL nor:dal optimis:n with regard

.* a ni.1,01- a.groe appcoval, were leF.s hostile,

1:011...:: I . : .t.'. 'i '' j. I i ,l& 1 fl Li U;. day to day situations, had

!: :416ject to introvefsion and tended to be more

a ;;:oup, to be happier, were more self satisfiedI
-i,n ry.j.j : :)...eLeo:lal and per!:onal were more suit

ccn:Het. .11-0 _..nder! to htive less coll.e;e experience, less

;

, 111.0. WC.: yOU11;,ur uid more

0:: k (Lut.,,. 19(>3:112-114).

!--.00CeS!ifu1 group

leocher znIki 1 thcir ::tuch..nt:', while

- med by tneir :.:ndent,: and lowe::t by tiieir

. o:. (Lc: .;-1/i). He (tit: itoL Liic!:c!

. i 1 t.' I i i 0. I .111.

. 1 : i

t U I . r: 1 , h found

. t , it :.t r-

. .! .1. : cch:(....:

! 1
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:lit; study i: t;iofou'%n dud of value to thy music education profession.

il this invest!ntoc Yonld have preferred to see some reliability and validity

eLti;nales for the inryst.L.ator developed Opinion Ratins Form and the

Instrumental Mw:ic qliestionnaire, these instruments appeared use fur for

the study.

Ot (19ei) investigated biographical, demographical, experiential,

environr...ontal, ayd psycholo:%ical factors to instrumental music teaching success,

spe.ifically ti ,,chool hand directors Illinois State Mus'c Festival rating.

H. !tr.!tiiied I c 'tl&) groups, three groups of success and one group

which did not tulter the r.esic contest (=30). lie investigated as total of 350

individual experi:...,ental variables fro;:i which 33 ordinal variables were found to

he i Ti:icant at :The level for his final discriminant analyses. Re,

Luso, feuhd pel-soaality :a.:Ler;; mealuired by the >NY' to be the most signifi-

cant (lilt' 01 chapt(r).

yoll.inOUS, a 53') pat. research projct. which found

sc:;e relalio:.H.lips. Like Lutz, whore study similar, Fosse found

discrimin:Iting amon;; succfss :;ronps of music educa-

oand directors. Ii !: use OLAiw discriminant

;inn lys .

to

Hirible. Only one study :.ince ha used this technique

1. Oil s:coups on various experil:Ivulal variables

1(),:u). ! . have been better advi:,ed o use this procedure had

n thaa Lakiol; each individual experimental vari-

:: between grouun by cai iltm,:ever, with a

1011; el o:11... and J :iific:wt. tor use irl the

1:esH. erred on ;%ethodoloical FoSSe empha-

::1 1 : at aew, ;hid the

in a : 0; Jects. :.)

any di u;ssi on ui , L(':d et tio_.
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o ..tt I L ; di: ,..;-1:.ii.rant; anliyv.is wi.th small L:;11:1!) IL! ill c0111)31-1.-

L :I 1 t....11:11)11; 0:4' r thi4 W.l:i

ai valid !;t:Lii;Lica1 Lochaiquu Lo uno or whuLhor Cosse would Iu boon

hoL.Lor varianco or 1.1u1Lip rtb;,r,...s!.;ion tochnigru:;

c,o:;;; v,11:,(11Lo r-oho!,ly due Lo small SaMplc

:;;;illy: TelaLiotwhil, (AL Lhe ill(ILTvEdcEL .

L.' .1;0 o: :1:1H.L.Ls iE Lho sauplu:

1-11L Loial ttaniplo ,;honit.1. 5u al. it2.lt;t:

:;) !(: Limos Lh number 0: itrioblus rsod
. Lhoru itro .rua:;0;u; LO

th. j%,. of Lilt! !imallest eroup be ro Lhan

u:od (TaL:)ttokn 19/U:A.

uhan 5 indopundc:m. c:;pccimunLal Lecatu;e.

:- sj.oup. IL .1:: rea:.onablo to afo;L,11.zu LEal in

Liii.

i o,l Lo

, ior L;:i1; !t:;:hnique yrih

1

c.";11:C.L.j 011 ;,,..vcr ,

Tilt; tic.trco. of his !..tuclv ::0

Lcriquo appQ:1.:o3

L CV(' :1111 .1 :

' .1:11 !; I. I .1:V. :t Orli L', i)

. , I i.c ;

I s" :1)1: I I .1:

t. . ) 1. ' o: : ::chl,1 I t_,)

11:c 6cy;7.

t ; I 1 : I .. ..11( ,
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Primarily, three prominent LeStti-wiAro.utwd in t!tu liLerature: the

Inve_ntory,AMMPI), LIke Sixteen-Personality

Factor ouestionnaireLLIE), and the Guilrord-Zimmerman Temperament Sur e

am). Others included the Edwards Personal PreVerence Survey hPPS) , the

Ey-mination, the plifornia Psycholooical Inventory, and so

forth. in however, the L. three Were the most usud.

In ':olect.i Lorl lor this present .investigation, uffort was directed

to loa;e te:ts w.ic: would survey the relative domains oi personality and yet

-167
. . . . I....,

-

c,i .i.Aount. of music leacher and music student teacher

f!(.- L2 :,cales which relate to basic personnlity traits

hv -; re1)ori.:1. The relinbili.ties and

are :;ntlIci and it!: wide use certainly has indicated

!t!: ia 1 ii.erattwe. .11Jwever, the dimensions Jr behaviors .measured

to areas. Lei:t el,lpirically derived to

A!)nor:;:;,1s, pur!wns in nued oi treatment

q",.1, Duc!a, Lutz, Williams, and Cosse :pied one administration

0: : .. '. . 1 , to. t.11(1' :11)C.WV lMil OW; ! i.(104.1 not to use

:r ;;'API in his pre .,nt. study.

: !t) ben:Iv Lora 1 ditnetwion:: dt turrdned t hrou:',11 fact or

Li is a .oed Lert. In hoyevcr, only Anderi:on1 , . -

i.!ctor!: wery nnth the GZS and the MMPI

on Whic11 c(111Ca (.01:; regi.it.cI highly

. ();,. ; , gn :i 011 tA.!'.1.f; CM Cl(' that hey

::f .' 1 . ...L.1 ILL Z1 C(...1 Zir 1. 1 c Or tlolCaV01., .1111t.

!)1..C-on!: o:1 the ioniniix side if their valno; are arti.!;Lic and

value are mechanical and win.ici-:Lhetic. Thre-

. : - ui que!,tioudhle value o:.iwcially with Oc

. fhrlhe.more, the tend to nave pwiilive

.11,1 oonneciionf. indicating , or wren!' Mil, one can
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qui±!:00;i WilvLijor. or wrong to be high or low on certain .scales._
t

'thr 11u4(1 tly Anderson. (196:;;) tirlekoon. (1954) 1,Itake (1951)

168

-.

Chill i uti.0 (19/3). 1;...iymond eat tell, the author of the 161W, has been one oi

the reseal.... he rs in arca of personality and motivation meaSureMentS

since 1920. The I. ?V ha: :wen updated and ha.; lh basic primary factor trails

tha mi:asure:: a lo:: ih 1; s ondary and 4 tort. Lary or criterion derived

!,i ore . I p t r I,,,. chu ht,,st tt.st.: for mea.suri nr, a ,b road spect rum of the

poronzl: i t.ra i t (10:,1,1

Goi:tch; Jac;-,non (19J3) report only four research inve.;tigations

Lb:1C had ustql 1.!11. I ) t t ;IL II ;,,roups of success ful and unsuccessful, teachers.

Tile y com.lude their wire...y Lilo literature by statin:

clL

Too little luts be-1 donc iLh Lilt' 16PF wile teachers as
subk.cts, Lo ,.:!Lhout.question the results that have
apovared and to silal..e possible a comprehensive evaluation of the

Ne vcr , the inst rument liar at. lafit two spec i
advantalw!.; (41:;1.de .1.t41 purely Technical considerations). Virst,

by proidin:.. on factors that are not purely evaluative
(i.e. psycholo-,ically use,00d" or the tot, eficouar,es the

tu; of hvpotilt. that. alt' more sophisticated than those linkim
"ad ju::tilent.-h:11,1,,Te.ti:ent:" o. s o:oe such dichotomous variables

rOc;14.:i'0:1,1 O.( tcachi and of Loachin!,, cflecLivcnoss.

dcrive:; irom an 4.xtcnsive prorom of both
A!:1 '.pork carried out by Cattell and hir

(' i "k' :;)c:" 01 yt.'.:1 I'S Vie body 01
!A! : d congido rabic horn: Mir value

0*,' :)! .:1 ;n1 ill I u 11: ;t.' t he 1,Pie or !,t ies o

Lc.!hcr (Gk,t.'.c1:. and Jak:kson 19h5 15)-d5.%).

i

e

(;:q1.011 i3 noL only a Pro;e:;sor of PI;ychology

L.1!:1H,, hut tl%ai La(' 111,,litnro loo

( I PAT) I :; 1 t i n Ch.onpa i , Ill i no' !,

(:1 /Hi i k. i i L 1 Or c0;ISII I 1,11. i Oil

niorcilonliont.d II": Her. w,, thc

:1 LHo per:;onalil lrait

:.11 p,.1 t I.tc:; in
A

I i. I .' ; t. t I : I I i ) r ( ) 6 I . 1 1 1 ( ) a L. r

IT
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data. Pegsenality Lv:ii:; have lower reliabiillies than do achievement and apLi-

Tht.:v.toi:v, it pefnoaaliLy variables were to be the experimental. L L

J

vaelable:; cinder !:tudy, the bent meat.urement procedure demanded more than one

1ivr!")";11 I Y ci:!;L rat ion to Y,ather data. Sincc Lhe inve:;tivator did not

t..ant. to nvestigate difi.v..onees among psycholoical test:; but instead LO sample a

relativtly ar;t of hc 'pqychomotric domain, Cattell iii communication to

the inv:,:;..i.!;ator, tn;e of both Forms A and 13 of the 16PF as well

L:to Lest : Verm A; the necond focm in the prepa-

ral.lou 'ta;:es.

::AT ..-!e.t.htrn the area 01. Lht' dynataic do:.;ain feeling(,,

att;Lnde:, beli.;, entiMuh and driven - wan connideied to

he i:":)(..rt.L.l LU Lill' personid Ly L 1%1 iL (10i.1 yet, no re:A:at:CU

I t o Lica::111"e 11W: dC):11:1i 11 iii clop 11 nor measure the

itr t ri i Any de .,rce ui roiluntnes. The Einnoota Teacher

( :TAt) considered an were other interest tests by Kuder

hy their vet.) na;.ure could be fakud as

...e0orL,H 1 :1 1 it (.:II.IpLe Get.;:tils and JaIlnon. Since MA I was new and

I H r : i L0 Lake and provideLl :) mot iVa L ion variable

on Liti,L relati %rely new tent t.ias presently t he

hef., . ! L):" iva L Lon. Fur( rmore , ince i ractions .

:1i...h., he ir.port.:::t, :elt that this LeoL mL,ht iurLhL'r define the behavior-

tr;i% do::71. e:::;H.dle, in .:1115.,ence Inn. been a !:ignilicant factor in

every hick intelligence dilier..tihtiun by ful-LhL.r

Three per..:onalitx inntin...1nt.. were nolected which

c'Nri!.ed h:n; le!tinY, eerie of 3 honzs. This plovided the mo!.t. comprchen-

0! Lo (Lit by any uk.:carch investi)',ation.

t i !,,d 1 hint ed !;1.1.-0J..1:), .11 thy Heed t):- an in

dept.h.r.teale;1; 7eisonality dorin.nn. thi:. writer, IL hppeared than

previou:; ::Ladies wcrely tapped tilt' h2rvoir finding Hgniiichnt droplet ;.



Olie 1'wat1 1.1 . .. r.t)tia 1 11 v dodtaia::, a ::1::,111.1 i cant del

%.

LI summary, i:Lcatue in the area ot perc.otiailLy stgnifi-

cantl,, related Lo :e..chin:, and msic studen, SUCC('SS was atfir-

Ntive. Depend/in: up.1 the ralcccu:s criterion chosen by the investigator,

prediv.tiaus h:ive Lo some devees oi unefulness. From this

revie', folluwiu o:wlwel.on affected this present investigation.

1. Pei:sunal;,y t:.alis and behaviors can be adequately measured.

Vublis;t-d JVY nc..ally reliable and and an tn depth measurement

2. ',Ile 1.ci-:tionip,:,-iulerrelationships, and interactions amon:L

and criterion variables should be investigated first

7

wit:1 iusc:-v.c :1:,..Ler,: :or infop.,:atioa useful in predict:ing

secue. 1 .., .1' -asic educator 1,.roup coald 'hen be cross validated

01! Till.. :; would provide t.umo information useful

r.-1,eria proiLle!, are si,!ilar for loth groups.

cquzILiolw. !:hould'alf:o bc valid:tted en another

: ! ; ,), ,. ;:pl!).:it.:('ot ..coal)! dc.:; ircd

1 : , , t `.

..

,.

;)1.. tuchin:; !;itua-

t_ttdcat. Icac;;L:1- include

.1! SCVC1: ti.,;Thyr trainio:;

: a 1 ;Ina ly I ;.,.. (1.I La

. , *. : tql!.11 L1): ;t!.: Uoi TO t:t11.1'

I t 1.t.';..t ! j ;I.!) I o

i i
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T:w III I dkwa UL sample would need LO Dv 0f suftielent size to
,,.;;=-;-?-j----

.
:::4!,

a.cerLain amon_ w LLriLion Aue OaLa guilvring, Whe

was to ohtain a co,..;..iLied ramp le tai 300 music educators for personality
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have a clear understanding with the examinee re±;ardin; the tisk!
that will he made ot hi!; test results (Atiastaiq 19o;;;33).

the personality tests used in this ;;Ludy were subtle and especially so in

-.measuring the motivational dynamic domain. For this reason, meetings were

hold with Lilt partfeipant.:; and tihe natirL: of the project was discussed. All

data feedback were reLurnvd to tne music educators' home addresses in order

to issue confidentiality.

\t the Lime initial a,. well in; al Liu' group personality

testin !0n, iatormation sheet. was completed by the music

teacher!. .ind nusic :,Ludent tyacherr. This facilitated the mailini; of data

feedback. The forr: ,.achvred 'otae necessary background information CU as

participants' school and dotal addresses and telephone nm,ers. ,thile most of

the criterion Lesi:. vtre Hailed to the schools for data gatnerin?;, results of

the L.acherst per;:onilLv !ad criterion eyaluutions We IC mailed to their homes.

Only Lhe ;1. s,-vreLary had knowled.;e of individual music educators'

aad W'Ltdc.11 Lc.ik:110:51 personality and motivation scores. codes were used

10 assure coniide!.Li;:litv.

(;!to Iht. pc purposes of :Insiv edocation i LO alleel learnin. If

lcarai_a; dchievemenl cah he objecLively measured and to some extent

ohLained fro:a Lhe Follett Educational Corporation to

use t.. Tcts I-IV uy iticnard J. Colwell in this sLudy. Because

vnliditv 111 ,t d0 :;i4;n this 01 re,t1. con,..ern as Ian mea-

..ach Elusic ptipils and usit: the moan residual ;.ain

score C 011:: I 1-1.' 1 ;..(1 :;LL: Leacht:r accouninoility iL

k .. :;, 0.1 LO ditpl icat s Lo dub L ape

rt.cord t 1.11.11111ari00:, :..mpk- 01 pacticipatilw,

music educnt();.; !k 1 Lu Li: II t study, no aC0i0VcMera
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Lest: could be Assumed valid for obectively.evaluAtin uhe pupils' growth of

each participatin,; mtv:ic dhvator.

Durini; the iniiinl meetinw; or contacts by Ictier, thu participating

MUSiC edUCat.OrSCOMIletd thy "MUSiC Objective SclecLian Sheet" which listed

iaz

15 music behavioral ckjectives which could. bu operationally measured by the

MAT .Lefts. Each objective related to a specific Lest section or subtest;

however, Tests i ald 13 aud F and G wore later combined iuto ouu subtest

each (Al' and FG) bc,:an:.v the itivesti!;ator decided that. the test items for these

subtests were too ie..: in oku:le which could lower the reliabilities of the

subtext:,. ::cleclion to 13 music behavioral objecLives from

the 4 MAT tvsls.

Each oitt.;ic educator select, 5 music behavioral objectives

from which cke ;-,:leeted 3 fur pru and postlestin. Thu published answer

!ItleutS Were cut. an,: -pliced la order to prepare the i.iaster sheet of a special

test for Lach music cduentur which evaluated his 3 objectives. This provided a

criterion I'ufruncd np1);:(4,cn 10 lhe aehieve.1;eut. Lestitv, because the music

educator selected Ha. ..!6,.etivel; which he considered iwportant: and to which he

L-u ;ht.. t;pvc 1..1 twst. master 4heet wa:; used 10 litho-

in-n.wer ::beets i:or 111. pupil!. of each music

educator. root:) th, 04-1 290 wusic educators selectii..; adiorw 13 music

ohjective!., were 47 !;epnrate, specially prepared music achieve

went t,..F.t.; t,:!.;t sections or SUbtu:.L:. A masrer tape recording

ti;,. 13 %.; , (1:11)bed publi!t:ed revords; from this

M.0";:r to I:1::;ic a(hiovemcn, I-t !pt! %:(.t.c ii,li)I i cat ed.

A proie,.! ional rco;-di!!., !tudio lil Champain, Ill 11101' (Inhhed ilie!;e lest tapes

,%t-. :k :;' tt! !..wnd

I.urc ; rcquIred Lo: te!.tih:;

i.011: 1 I al'IA .1r `. 1:111!i teik-hors had class
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Interval

6

9

10

11

12

13
1.1).

15

1t5

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

-42/

25

27

28

29

30

31

13

TAME 3.--MAT PRETESTING TIMES _

Sept.-Ot. Nov.-Dec, Jan.-Feb, March Numbpr of music ed.

1 0 0 0 ,4
1

0 0 2 2

0 1 1 1 3

0 0 1 1 2

0 0 0 1 1

0 0 2 1 .3

U '0 6 0 (

1.
92 12 0 15

6 2 10 0 18

7 1) (1 0 19

39 8 18 0 60

.9 b 11 0 26

11 5 o 0 23

7 6 4 0 19

i 1 0 10,
,., 1 0 13

1 0 0 1

0 0 9

1 0 () 3

1 1 0 0 2

Il 1 0 0 1

0 0 0 2

0 0 0 2
,

1 0 () :3

(1 U 0

t . -
,
i 78 1, 243

.Ltnuary group h :id :iad scilk6ter16 amount. of music instruction. Four music

educators used 6vCOnd classes that mel :or only 9 weeks of instruction.

Therelore, pre add vslt.el:tin occurred throunoat Lie P);1-72 school year

One school di:tcict already usin); the Mo!-:ic .slchievewnL Tes s at the

Lime of tnis study h d pcLevt-posLtest desi-;n. The mw,ie adninis trators

graciously conAunted to 'ollow an lo week interval ra:.hei than a 30 week interval

as they had plann.d. :;i1ce they had their OW:i LvFAI ans%.er sheets and scoring

serviee., and tuff: did:Lriet wide over television, their research divi-

sion provided the inve:ti,,aLoc with the resuIL:1 of the parficipatin?; music

educatorst pre and postt.o:.t pnpilst scores. Because Luis W.IS a eity wide test

administ.:.ntioo in clasz,room music, tetit. wa:3 a!-sured because

the music: education had formulnLed this p.-oci.dur. It was not

supori.:-povd Oh acm Lic ..,conp used 4 suhtests



from. the MAT tests which were ink:orporated in this study. in addition, three

participating music educators elected to use otte single test (MAT 111) which

provided 4 subtest .cones. As in the case of the large district, a single

total score was used tor detiving the class mean residual r,ain scores. The

only difference ra!; that most of the music educators were evaluated on 3

objectives and 16 were evalu:aed on 4 objectives. in addition, one music

educator failed to )j.ve the third subtest and thus only 2 subtests were used

to derive nis class mean residual gain score. This procedure was .deemed

appropriate because these music educators selected the subleoLs from the MAT

series most appropriate for evaluating their music teahine, goals.

Music educator:. Leaching at the high. school level were instructed, if

possible, to use a les s :;killed group of pupils for muLic achievement testing

than their list iroup. For example, a scnool choral director

was encoura:ed Lo use a t _rade mixed chortiF, theory class, ur some other

choral oranization rather than his best, most elite group. Research as

indicated in Chapter ii of this investigatiou, tended to support the thesis

that while perfor.lin:; .:roups leant anl Lhis achievemeut be measured,

re!!ression s.!cionsly affect the music educator':; ability to produce

measurable music .:ith already sophi::ticated pupils.

Ratins's of nuic Te:whin: Success

The rutin, instrd.:ent selected for mit. in this iiivestiL.,ation was the

le:,cher I:va!na:ion Oue5;tionnaire it.,Lin:;s were !athered from

the music educator,' puD:1.;, boildin:i principals, mt ;ie :,Lip rvit;ors, peer

teachers, and them!ielyv: . MU:lik: educatoi. :,etected the class for pupil

and w.11!, to use his best class, the one which ho cow;idered

LO L he and th, one ia %:hich he had dk:veloped the

intA:Cper:01161 -Thc purp::e wa: lot Lie .A115ic educator to

have the best o I..1 '1 for obtain;. : pupil rat lit ;, evaluatiou:.

-3::
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1$t,

.
In other words, the investigator purposely built ito the research design a

strong possibility for pupil rating bias becausLf the rating evaluations were

under in

1

estigation. If pupil evaluations were to be meaningful, they needed

to be obtained from a .1usic class in which most of the pupils had a strong,

intrinsic desire to achieve in music. Furthermore, the music educator was

encourage to have someone other than himself administer the pupil rating

evaluatiots. In this type of evaluation, pupils' opihions and attitudes about

their music teacher were gathered in order to obtain a type of pupil process

measure men .

. . f these types of affective questions arc asked in a

contex removed from the course in question, the validity of
the resi.onses is increased. Thus, questionnaires designed

to meas re attitudes toward English Lor music] are more

trustwo thy when administered by a neutral person (for

instance, a guidance counselor or homeroom teacher) than
when aOinistered by the En?lish teacher Or music teacher.;
who wishes to have this kind of summative curriculum
information (Bloom and others 1971:239).

It was with 'Ale above in mind that the music educators were encouraged

not to administer the pupil rating evaluations themselves. A total of 206

music classes completed the pupil ratings. These were administered as follows:

I building principal
49 another teacher
12 counselor
14 student
13 another person
)6 participatim; music educator
16 unknown admini.Jrator

A total of 110 music classes had someone other than the music educator administer

the pupil ratin,; evaluations. This represented S percent of the sample.

Packages of ratings were mailed to the participating music educators in

M-v, 1972. Each phekae iocluded ITEQ answer tAleets for one class of pupils,

a letter!, the Teaeel Evaluation Questioonaire (1TEQ)" instruction

sheet for giving and administerini-, the ratiw,a, and tiie un sic Class Description

Form (ITEQ)" which ;;athered informat,on about the music class used for the
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riaLing evaluations included in the packa:,e were fi peer ratings each in

a stamped, self-add.cessed envelope for the music educator to give to 5 of his

peer teachers in his building who knew him well and a !Speer Teacher Lira!' on

which the music .e.duudtor listed the names of the d peer teachers to whom he

gave the peer ratim envolope. Ihe "Peer Teaches Li::t" facilitated iollow

up procedures, ii needed; and thi:, blank was al::o tiFed to discourage any music

educator from eomplolir; Ent! peer evaluations hiMself. These peer teachers

represented both mn;:ie and other subject mailer speciAists. The package also

included an envelope eantaiuin Chu aatin:," and a return packa,',e which

was stamped and addre. t:vd Lo the project_ oifi;:.

Follw! up letter:. alter;; with telephohc calls a.t.sisted in 8nthein;;

these data. O.:ly oA mtsic educator ohiained mile pupil e...aluationF in

Sepik:111)er, 1V72.

pri,:cipal and Atpervino,- ioim; which %A.tre stamped

It confidential" diceLly L0 these: pecsua:; ,nokinzinded a stamped,

self addrced euv...10p.! io. i'eturn to che project. office. Furthermore, a letter

eNplainin, tne proleet_ %;,!: one, ,A;ain included aloa.; with the "Illinois Teacher

i.vAlnatIon :.,Unistratnr itatin" uhich ,z.ithered some back-

',.;round in...ormation Acn: te admiai:.t.rator and hi:: f,:1,001. tic' 'a6 requested co

indicate ..,:hcther hi. !n)cially ad/auta.:,!d oc di.:,advant.aged

with no middle coiee un tee form. liilL11 the admihi!-..trator indicated

"a little bit of 60:n" o: SG1.0 similar ,:emmeht, a middle category hi came

neeenry. Furtn,r...eve, 'J.:kn. the 01.incipal indicated !,ocially disadvan-

taed and the !uperv::or -dvant. ed, ol Vice Verhe, Ole

school was plaeed in t cate;%ory. While pi..etically all data uere

;:aunere:1 ti h(: 19 one additional 1.)11w; occurred in

Stptemher, 19/2, pcincipal!, and muf.ic Chaptc,r IV

include,. detail! on .ne 01 te,ehin, in the three

includedsocioeconomic ela;:sifications, the ttal derivation :,ample (N-2y)
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22 percent in socially disadvantaged schools, 15 percent in the middle combina-

tion category, and t,3 pereeut Le socially advanta3ed schools.

The music student teachers were rated by one class of pupils, their

cooperating teachers, supervising Leachers, peer music student teachers, and

by themselves. These evaluations were. gathered upon conclusion of the student

teaching experience. Packages similar to those used for the music educator

group were mailed to the cooperating teachers for gatherin the pupil and

cooperating teacher ratins. The teachers were instructed to use the class

with whom the music student teacher worked best. A stamped, self addressed

envelope was enclosed aloni., with a class information sheet. Student teacher

peer and self ratings were gathered in meetings with the music student teachers.

The college supervisors were mailed Lime supervisor rating forms.

It was desired that these music student teacher evaluations would

approximate those ratings ;,atimered for the music'educatur sample. In only a

few cases did the cooperating teachers refuse to assist this project because of

the pupil rating factor which some interpreted to reflect on their abilities

as cooperating music Leachers because of time "Interest

1;CWI:X; AND TABULATIOi; OF DATA

to the Class" subscore.

Personality Tests'

After gatheriw; the music educators' and music student teachers' person-

ality test data, the machine scored answer sheets were placed in a locked file

cabinet. The music :Judent teachers were filed by institution and name. For

all 290 participati14% musie educators, a separate tile by school district,

teacher's name, distrii.1s code ur:her, and teacher's code number was maintained.

As soon as all experi:.....,thi ::ere in the project z:nd filed, the test

answer sheets were :;portd to the. Test Service Divi!;ion of the Institute

for Personality and i.1,11ity Testiw; tot Ike !.col.in:; procedures provided

a computer profile printout both Los ,he 16Ft' and Mocivation Analysis Test in
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duplicate - the original to be mailed as feedback to each participant and the

copy to remain in the project office in case the oriejnai was lost in the mails.

The scoring procedures also provided IBM data processing cards for the analySes.

Because only the primlry factors of the 1(IP1 test and the 10 Integrated and .

10 Unintegrated variables from the MAT test were under investigation, the 6

data processing cards provided by IPAT were reduced to 2 cards per teacher by

the investigator using a computer data manipulation program.

The computer profiles as generated by IPAT for each participant were

filed for later fecdn.tek i4 Vali, 1912.. Copies of the i6PF and 1:AT data cards

were duplicated so that ono data set was stored at the project office, a second

data set was scored a, the investigator's home, and a third data set was stored

at IPAT. This satisfied his paranoia about loss of data due to extraneous

variables such as fire, Lhea, bombin1;, and so forth.

Pupil i.lusic

The pupil music achievement tests sheets were scored by hand by the

investigator, his parents, and his secretary. Scoriiis; accuracy was checked by

the project consul tail who randomly selected 41 test answer sheets from the

23,59:) available. A !:corin:; accuracy percenta,,e wan thus obtained. A "Music

Achievement Test DaLa '.heet." similar to "For L rats Cudin m h s was

lithographically duplicated so that each music pupil could be listed with the

following data; last na:.:o and first initial, grade, pre and posttest music

achievement SCOCCS IOC a7ac h sus Lest, dad an 6 di:;it code numer of which the

first 4 digits the music cdu.:ator's code nni.lber and the last 4 digits

the pupil's nnmbc.r. Once these data sheets were complete for each music

educator , data processin cards were keypunched and verified by the keypunch

operators at the University of Illinois' Digital Computer Laboratory. This

procedure generated I card pi.? pupil Lou each pauticipatin?,, educator for

a total of 11,796 card!-:.
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In order to provide Le edbaek to Ihe iansic oducators, a

cOmpuLue* prov,rata u.ett which printed out infoilieatio on the cards.

With an explanatory letter-,. pupil music achiev.ement test suoros and iubtcst

.norm sheets were p..oviJed as feedback to Lilc. educators.

Class pre and pu:.!..es/ mean :!core cards toe ea,u ieac:herts total test

were ;:,ellerated f.co,1 pupil cards contaiiiin, Luc ii' r-w p& aad posttest

suLtest .'cores. pe.odn._:ed 1 card per toae:iez hi, class' wean pre and

posttest music achieve-eu, ..(!ore:: These mwde ecnieve-,.nt d.tta mean cards

were then ready 4:0e. cu..,putaLiun of tne class Aleau residual v,a1.a :cures. Thi!:

technique was selected to he the hest one avallahle fur producliw hain or

difference scores and wa :. di.xnssed in Chapters I. .Ind II.

=1 data :Aleet, were used tu code Ow participaai:;/ 1,achl',round infer-

i,ation as well as 1:auYled:o and inforl.,ation ahoui. tp:ed for music

achievccut iestio ,
ioterval heit:een .0.'e and po:;LLeutin, number of class

sessions per Lek, nm,her ..iiuutes per class sksslou, and ratin,; information.

One card per LeaLher kypLtnchud to facilitate cax.pnter aAlysis.

Ili Urdu CO vJiidoCe the usefulness 01 Ole c00.:Lcu,:led G criterion,

it w"s necessary to .e diflerence:; ih clab ::cores

that could he aLi.cil.ut,A tc difference:: in pretetio Analysi:, of

Variace 01':OVA) add p:ocoduce: :ere u:ei 10 iave!:ti:.1te differences

aiaen the follo i ;1-ocips: (1) Septi,:bcc and October, (2) November

and Decei,ho,-, ilehruclry, ,,:ltd () 11azen. "fveeders were rank

o:dt red ord n" Le i (Al v..- it I it i:Oup I ha L. kia,:

!;tati!;tically '1:11c:e Lt..;Xlic cL 11 it'd lilt o rank

ordered teacher type iemale choral, fc-..,ale :Iale choral,

:3ale diliercAce, IL..iI weit. 1,L..! iLc prote:Ain:,

LLRit '1.-Ut:07 d , ()VIAL! LIIC

Sl/b 1 c 1%, Ill: Oid ,.d t 11:1v ..1.0111):; and

assigned .1 sin:;le dobed nu,aber acco,niny to too percentnc oi mlhjects within
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each group as far as the total group was concerned.. For. example, if all four-,

groups were found to be statistically signifieantly diiier,ent in G beyond- the

.05 level and this gait could be attributed to the dif.:erenCes in pretesting

times, the following procedure was used to select a single rank ordered sample:

persons from each of the 4 groups were assigned a rank according to the percen-

tage of subjects in each pretesting teacher type group. If there were 3 times

as many subjects in pretesting Group One than Group Four, the ratio was 4 to 1.

Th:s procedure provided 'a sin,%le rank ordered sample according to G as far as

levels of goodness or sec:cuss were concerned. II: no differences among the

pretesting groups were found heYond!the .05 level of significance, the sample

would be rank ordered accordin;; to _G for all 209 subjects.

All of the statistical analyses conducted in the study adopted the .05

level of significance fo: rejecting or failing to reject the null hypotheses.

Many of the actual figure:- are reported for clarity to the reader.

Because the inveciator anticipated L.he possibility that al least one

pretesting time group would be significantly different from the others and because

correlational analyses would he undertaken among the :sin and 5 rating variables,

it 1.L:s necessary to :;tandardi.;L: the sample according co gaia in a manner that

vas fair and equitable a:: kuoud by the ANOVA and c-test analyses. Therefore,

the nuric educator ranked gain scores were foceed Lilo a normal curve within

each subsample of Lypu (instrumental and choral) and for each signifi-

cant pretesting; Lime ron? (1) September-OcLobcc, (2) November-December, (3)

Jaluary-February dad ( ) lqareh. The derived alas :; mean rusidual gain scores

per se could noL t 11: :d f possible due to differences in'pre-

L-estin:!, times.

The subjects ut.he al,..;Lned a number ii'LL4 ii Lo 1 wnich represented the

norid,:l curve of 3 !-1-.1a:d deviate foils above amid ;,low the i-ankvd score for

the teacher type, precv!;ti,1.; Liffle ;,roup: the Lop J pucceili 01 LILL! sample
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received a scOre of .) while the bottoul .3 percent th. sample seceived a 'score

. Of 1. With this technique, the class mean residual gain score- rank was, sLandar-

lized'over the normal bell shaped curve. If no sianifieant dilferences were

found, the class mean residual gain scores would be standardized using; a

.
standard scores proi;ram to a mean of 5.5 and J standard deviation of 2.00.

Either approach would facilitate tie use of the criterion gain dvta in the

correlational analyses.

Ratins of Music Teacnin.; Success

The principal, supervisor, peer, and self ratin,;s were coded with the

teachers' code and school district numbers before mailing to the raters. Pupil

ratings for both :;rotipt; ui participants (music educators and music student

teachers) were scored at Ow Office of Ueasuremnt and .tesearch, University of

IllinoiF. Four ;sub cures plus a total score were generated including a printout

for teacher teedback amid data processin;; cards. The printout comparej the pupil

evaluations of their ,:tusic teachers to national teacher norms for all 40 test

items, 4 subseores, an,1 total )rc hese nuroe; were based primarily on sub-

ject matter teacher:. Lid not music educators and ray not ;.L. valid for a sample

of-music educators.

As the other ratio. ;:: were received in the project office, these were

filed in the partiipalAs' folders. After all the ratia4.,s were received, the

information on the ,F.:,.uded ITEQ, 23 item form wao Irauf.terced to data proce,ising

cards by mchilw

The investi.:ator used a data manipulation pro CJi.i 10 t;uilcLat.0 it i.,ean

rating score for each cate,;u:y of ratirw: pupil, huildimh; principal, music

supervisor, peer teaehe., aad self; and for the mlhic stud. W. teachers: pupil,

cooperating teacher, :.opervisiup. teacher, peer 1.1wA.,. 1-indnt teacher, and self.

If more than one principal rated the mmiic educator ur 1.10CC than One cuupeuatini;

teacher rated the 'mist,: student leddher, like the peer raLiugf;, these were first
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averaged la order to derive one mean rattK, tor each eateory. Each categor-

ical ratios; card was kept s.eeParate providing 5 rating cards per subject.

The Intl ratine, form provides a 4 point scale, and the rater responds

to statements in a toreed choice manner: strongly ai,ree, agree, disagree, and

strongly disagree. Half of the items are worded positively while half are

negatively worded stalvalents.

The ratings in each of the 5 categories for both samples were standar-

dized to a 10 point scale with a mean of 5.5 and a standard deviation of 2.00.

This facilitated generating Inc l( criterion.

Complete rating evaluations in all 5 categories were received from 183

music. educators. There were 45 subjects who were not employed in systems with

a music supervisor. Mather than use some sort of mean rating score to substi-

tute for missing data, multiple regression equations predicted 1 or 2 missing

ratings for those participating .subjects with missing data.

Only 35 music student teachers. had complete rat. in , data, so multiple

regression equations ptedicted up to 2 missing ratings for 38 subjects. Those

with 3 or more missing ratings were eliminated from the study thus reducing

the sample iron 101 t) 73 music student teachers.

All ratin.!,s that were available were included in the multiple regression

equations. Even it a music educator could not be included in the final analyses

of the study because o Passing music achievement data wnile his rating data

were complete, these data were used to predict missiti,:. data ter other subjects.

The total sample of 2V0 music educators was tired ior predicting missing data.

Once the 5 rat itn per teacher were complete and missing data had been

predicted, it was nece!,sary to investigate difference:. in the 5 rating criterion

variabls (pupil, buildia., principal, music supervisor, peer leacher, and self)

that could be attrillulcd to hiusic teacher type (instrument al or choral) and grade

level (upper lemei.tary, 0.iddle, and !.econdary). ui variance and t-test

211
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techniques were usvd. Teachers were straLified into Iue 1.0110Winit 6 ,;roups:

(1) elementary choral, (2) vlvmentary instrumental, (3) middle schuol choral,

(4) middle school instrumvutaI, (5) hie,h school cnoral, and (6) high school

instrumental. Sink.e titu individual raLiaws werc alrvAdy staadardi%ed acros!;

Ole sample, the te.,cuecs' sat. in cards were usvd ia thet4. anaiyscn. This

procedure was decried crucial hucatwu it waL, unknown wnether upper ultuentary

choral tuacherF, for ox4..:tple, would he rated di Li in lilt' ratini;

categories than )ih horal or iafl.ruLtental iarLiturhtort:,

ITEq was designed 1o.- secoadary school use; but many Music educators in the

study obtained pupil evaluations irout upper.eleb.entary and !Addle f.ehool. pupils.

Diffe.:ences amoin; tnv L,Itia..,N needed to be lavvsti-;ated L L.L before producing

thc k critvric.n ka:-6 participant.

unera.va 1.L aaalytic

h L..).1 t.ere th:cd co obtain

factor scores %.aieh, L1.4 , plovidea a L.i.h;je. ratin,; (it) cent:atm

score per Sui,ject. i:wlor :;,..ocv:. ace, in t.iledt, weiAnLed avera8es,

weighted accordi. , C., the I LLor 10adin,s.

in any cd:;e, 1.:,vcoad oi-dvr iactor whicn

generate!: lactor worcsa, thaa:. not: eXLoindvely tit:ed in the

past, has.:,reat-R,atial for chi"ple bub,wiorai re:,eaveh.

Instead of :eparaLe Le!it. ScUrv:;, lactor

scores can be used . . . thus achieving coal;ider,:hle persitoody

and increasin t_itt relin.ility Lhe owasures

(Kerliu;;er

This wei...hted ..-actur r_,t il ore (;) wio; used Q J tn,ject i vt cri Levi on of

music Le:chiny, an.i u :;t1CCLS!;.

The above pr,,,:v:.,Lirez: in scuria, iabulatio, ahaly,:ih;!, data pro-

vided four crit.crio:1 vatiaHe': for use lit the study: G (rating),

Gi-it (gain plus ratia.;), ;:nd (a in minus catin.O. ic,icher:,.wc.re rank orderL.!d

Within the G and Lt eatcy,acie!i. The (,;;I( catcy.ory !-it.1p.y added Lhe

ranked score to Inc G raaked c0,,.poite iiu. it educator c,-it.oriOu
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score while the G-R cate ,ory !ubtrated the k raaked :core iroin the G ranked

score for a discrepancy criterion score.

The must' student teachers were rank ordered according to it and used

only as a cross validation sample. Nu separate analyses \.re conducted un the

music student teachers as Ia.:- as .predicting their success from personality

and motivational variables.

Twenty percent of the wusic educator havap lo served for cross validation

purposes. This sample vat= selected randomly fro,:, Lht q toucher type groups so

as not to be overweighted by any sinitle group of musie educators. The deriva-

tion sample of 166 subjects and the cross valWation sa.11p1e of 41 subjects

were thus stratified.

DATA ANALYSES

Criterion Data

The firl-;t of the study a,:ked: Uttar are the relatioaships

among teacher accounlabiliLy criteria kied to objectively define music teaching

success?

a. CLIS:. iesidcal (;ain scores 01 pupils

b. teacnor ratinw... by pupils

c. teacher ratin-,;!,, by principals

d. teacLer tat.ins by supervi::ors

C. teacher raLins by peers
f. teacher !,elf ratings

The previous distils:A.0a of procedures for ;;eneratin;% the G R criterion

scores e.ilphaed analy!;es. °ace the G, Gh(, and G-1(

criterion variable!. woLe tor,:loiated, too lolltA:i.; 0,Ialy:;s were undertakon.

I. The ranked data tor both G and a were inve:;t6;ated for significant

relatio,o,hips %;ith the Spearman iThu technique, a rank correlation

cuetficieni .,hivh is a vaci-nt 01 the P..ar: on Product noment.

Corri:Itt,h1 Coetlicieut. The ilypulhk.:. licil!!.11Katd wati tilat

there was no si4;nificant relationship hutwoun G and a.
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2. Correlations ail :oil.', the standardilted ;:ain :.coreb (h-L), tu:;,

and the 5 rafin.s ui music teaching success were undertaken to

investi.;ate life nun, hypotheses that no si,Itificant elation'ships

existed.

3. Regular Pearson Product moment currelacions were undertaken

to invesli,%ate LLe null hypotheses that o sinilicant

relationships existed among the 0, R, ci-a, and G-R criteria.

CoCrelnLiunal :tnnly::es were conducted for the total derivation

sample (N-Lt)6) as well as for within teacher type groups:

female choral, tethale intrnmeacal, ulale eho.ral, and male

instrumental.

If there were significant relationship! amon,; tale music teacher accoun-

tability criteria, a eo.nposite criterion rm n as Ga could be used for

prediction ptirpo:.. I1 thre were no significant .colationships, separate

equations would be: needed for predicting music ,eacnin Sk1CCL!!;:i. Therefore,

the correlational analyses were crucial to the study as far as predicting

music teachin:-; suceef,:: troil personality and motivatioa-1 variables were concerned.

ttil:ilc it" 1: Lruu tn;At anlyris of variance and t-te!,1 stiti!:Lical pro-

cedures mi!!ht have bet .

pro-

f for investigatin n;poti,ese,. Inat tnere t .:1-t: no

significant difference..., alaon. Ow accountability criteria (these techniques

were used before derivilw tits G and a cric,riou scor::), the investigator

decided to follow st,,dnrd p:ocedures.

Relationships anti Into'

Thu second :-I.C.proble..) asked the quent. ion 1.;Init .1:e t tie Tel t ionsnips

and interrelatiob!:hip:, hu pur:.on:11 i t y ;th,:o.11;:t,1 by the

Sixteen Personal it v l'Act or questionnaire and the Hot iva; ional v.tritthles muu:;tired

by the Mot ivat i 0;1 Tr.!:,t. to Liusic
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Behavioral research i! hin revolutioni.e.od by LxitiV.ielate

thinkirn; and analysis. Multivariate analysi: is .. .euoral

term used t t) i44.2 .1:U4p UW1.14011%11 ,:a1. ;IA : tat i:.-

4Leal inolho& purpm:e is to analyre multiple iaenrnrc:,

of N multiple rtgresion multivariato

analysis of v arianee, aaonical correlation, discriminant
analysis, and tactor only:-is . . .

The phenomena we '.:i:.h (0 and vedleL are: ealplo:

avhievement, a).,ession, inteIli,,nc, creativity,

risk-Laki. or:%anHational productivity, cohsivnss,
and many others. ilauy variables influence such phunol-na, and
multivariate laethod::'ac ways of studyin:, unitiplo
of several indepndent variable:- on une o more dependent

variables . .

Multivariate methods . . . make i1 possiGl for the behavioral
scientist to probe I.:ore deeply and more cealistichlly into

phenomena. The influence is profound: the very nature of

the problems that_ behavioral ientists study is chanujng

radically (Kerliner 197i:602).

Personality and .-Aotivationol dimensions oC kha!io ace not neces:arily

discrete traits or variable :; which persons either potn;vs:; or do not posse:s

but rather are inter,t:latea La ru.t1 a way a! to hsco,de a persons behavioral

profile. Furthertlare, these psycnololcal di.leasios may interact differently

when analy::ed in conjunction 4ith criterion or success variables. A multivariate

approach must be us ;Ct. i because human nature is i:lultivariate.

In applied context.:;, particularly in educational aad pyholo't-
ical research, vinitivariate analysis is coaeeraed whit a ;troop

(or several groups) of individuals, each of itoM posse:!. values

or scores on WO or moee variables such as tests or other

measures. We are interested in studyinl; the interrelations

among these variable, in lookim; for possible ;;coup differences

in terms of these variable:;, and in drawin?; iniceences relevant

to these variables concerning the populations Irum which the

sample ; ;coups: were chosen (Tatsuoka 1971:1).

The first analy investil.;ated this null hy-1)0the:-.is Lnal welt: no

si;),nificant interrelnk.ion:,kiv ahiong the expevii,:ental per-onality and mitiva-

tional variables, the C and iC criterion groups (the Ik.acher'- were stratified

into 9 success r,roups nv dividin.; each of the G and !ai,pl ,, into thirds:

high, me4itim, and lot.' so 'mut the 9 '.;roups wore hi.

gain-medium rat in;;, and so LW 1.1 to low );aia-low ratil.:), and se::. A 9 by 2 by 36
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thultivariate 4t j;: o, variauce (NANOVA) ei,iployed to test. this hypo-

ihesis.

The ne%t analy* iiive!:tt.z;aLed Lhe null hypothis that there were no

significant intercolationshiv amon Lhe expvvimenLal varial..s (predictive)

and the 4 constructed criteria (G, Giqt, and 0-1) for each 01 the followinl;

4 subsamples - mal e ..luitrumental, male choral, female instrumental, and fellule

choral - as well as hetween the.male and female ;;170u p. Co:relational analyses

were used

The coccel tiaunal aaalyscs were, in vs!:elice, looLia, ion interactions

between sex and pecsonality variables and between teacher type and personality

variables. 1.0 chose coirelationt, wete somewhat oppo6ite within the criterion

domain, these interactions would show up as differences in the predictor-

criterion relatioashiv. For e:Limple, if Lales showed a positive correlation

on Factor d (Intvil;.:,oucc) to ench u. the uhile i.ia1 s sho%ied a

negative or less positive cor:elation on the au interaction

could be :lispected. The uould iit,ld trut. tor diti:ere.ices Li the pcedictor-

criterion relationships ;or Lt...achol' LO.) Ink.craction such as

sex and a criterio tirst order interaction wnily ,i'threc variable inter-

action such as a pc:sonality variable, aud a ci.iteiioa variable is a second

order interaction.

Though infrequeuL co..:parcd tu !;i:ytificztat ;Jain eilects, siaificant
first-order interaetious occur frequently now,h Lo cious

attention. SLudcuts of re.;earch must be able Lu hAhdlt:

the opinion 01 !aL,!e behavicr;.1 researchers, e:yeeially Iii edacation,

the study oi intvitions is becomin;; inereasia: ly I.:variant and
should become a central co.iceru of re:Icarchrs . . . The Cronbach

and Snow report is detinitive - and discoura;,,iii. The y iound the

research of abiliiy-Lrait. intecacLion (ATI.) to he truELlatin,,,

and inconclusive. There are enoiwil first-order interaction!: now

appearing in both p!:yeboloical and ciacalioHal 1-!,carch, howevei,
to be encouraginw (Kerliner 19/3:257).

The above (Ithit pertiocnt 11;,i; iwcau!.v ol liuc

nature ot personality and t:lotivatiol:"1 variable: . for the 'Act that

"Z
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si3nificant.intera,tit -i_at ho found io the aluve these would

need to be handled iu ,At least tt,o ways LOC piedictin_ mtn,le teaching success:

(1) predict succes:. within each subgroup of t .at ber type and sux which.

is the most Ideal app. oach, or (v..) :.enerale additional cross Rroduct predictors

(moderating variables), vaih would account fur the interactions statistically.

Both procedures were at;d. 'Ole investigator reeo,;n14ed that these were merely

procedures for "gettin;.. around" interaction when i L occtiCzi.

Certain variables t 1aut. are hnown or suspected to influence achievement,

such as sex or soc1-1 iilay al the be merely distractin6

complications. nut, they must he controlled. We can "control"

them by build ill :; the;; into the research desizIn. Not only can they

be controlled; they can yield informatioa of possible value and
significance (Kerlin,wr 1973:257).

The moderating variable repre;:enting the interaction (different relationships

to the criterion for either teacher type and sex groups) was introduced into

the regression equation as an additional predicLoc muderating variable,

moderating because it wa: t.outrolling statistically the interaction effects.

This was created by multiplying the individual's score for the experimental

variable times the diehotomi:ted interaction variable, either sex or type, for

each subject. Male hjeet:. ue-e coded I and female:; 2 while instrumental

teachers were coded 1 and choral 2.

Multiple rore:.siva equations were lor;Atil ated for the total derivation

sample usin,,, the personality, motivational, and oderatin;; variables as predictors

to the 4 criteria (G, G-!O. Thez-_e egn.itious were closs validated on

the cross validation !4,;I.ple 41 !nnijek. .:.. "it c;.;:i he said, I Chink, that

multiple re,;ressioh ,i;Ialy::L; and tactou analy1;1!. are iA!o 01 the iAost powerful,

general, and useful modes of nnelysis available Lo Lhe behavioral scientist"

(Kerlin!wr 1973;h02).

The general idea 01 cru:;!; validation i!; Lo chock 01:1. Ow multiple

re;ression equations delived froii One ."01ple 01 sublet:Ls OIL another sample OL

similar subjects. lhi.. procedure fu:ther validate:; the WA.A.11111c6S Of the
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multiple regressioa data.

The l6L' and MAT (Motivation Analysis Tet) variables WCCC kept separate

for the regressioa analyses due to the nature of Ltivir psychometric domains.

The 16PF test measures the temperament-trait domain 01. surgency,

shyness, and so forth while the WT test measures the dynamic domain of

interests, values, drives, and sentiments. Therefore, Chest. tests lie in

two theoretically different psychometric domains.

For cross validation, the b- weights derived .ecktm the regression equa-

tions on the derivation sa,:.ple were applied to the scores of the subjects in

the cross validation sample. Correlations between the derivation and cross

validation samples indicated the de);ree or usefulness and significance of the

equations and cross validation. 1Z2 indicated tie percent amount oi variance of

the criterion which could be determined or predicted hy Liu: linear combination

of the predictor e:.:periiNental variables. This coeilficient of determina-

tion. .0 Lb an appro:;;;Aato esiit%ate uf hut/ mu.Ut the ..ell t iplt a would he lowered

had the wei..2,hts been applied co another like subject. CLU!s!: validation is a

better procedure and w.ls used in the study.

The .ihuve u.tly::es iave:;ti_ated Litt' inLerrelationships

of personality and riahles to 1.:asie tea,nit..; success criteria, the

major purpose of Lim! study, and were classified as Phase I analyses. While there

were no indicationF. in Cie literature to reinlurce tLe investigator's suspicions

that higher multiple cocreintion coefficients mi_hi he pusr;ible by stratifying

the sample iOLO typc-se:.: ,foup:;, us undertaken in order

to further identify tins,. celuiionships and intecrlaLion:.ips.

Puase II

Multiple WC CU 1,.)C

tea;:hin succe:s (G., a,d C-10 itom ilia per.:on"lity .10L1 vat ion.11

variables for the i el l .'t se,1.)...,rot.its 01 edto. a, choral,
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female instrmivnt,l, chorcd, aud male insiruc.:outal These cquaLiont;were

cross validated to Lilt! ;A:idOnl teacher fiailipies which were similarly

stratified into music major v,obps on the 4 crith.-!Lon. Because the sample of

209 music educator subject!; t:::s reduced into thebe al orement ned subgroups,

no music educator teacher type cross validation (xuup procedures could 1)0

employed. The sample simply became too few in out bers of subjects within

subgroups. The equations were cross validated Lu each ,;ruup, however, by

applying the weights derived on one sube,roup to the other 3 subroups. This

procedure investiated sawole hetero4;eneity.

Personality Profiles

The third subproblem asI:ed the question: Do personality profiles differ

for successful aad unsuccessful .male and t_emale ialt6ie educators? This question

is much inure descriptive in nature than the 1-..cco1ld subproblem which, in essence,

predicted a criterion ;co;.1 personality and motivational variables. In predic-

tion, the approach is :;imilar to fulluwin:; a L-ecipv: a certain amount of

experimental variable 1 is added to a different a:Aount. of eperinental variable 2

and so on throu.;11 all lie u::perimental variables th,:t contribute Lo the equation

in such a way as LO i ,niticantly predict a :Atece:is criterion. Profile data,

per se, cannot he inierred the variables cunLi-ibutin;; Lu the regression

equations.

The music educator (1,1209) wa! stratitied into successful and

unsuccesstul male aad ;temps for both the G and cri,cria. The upper

and lower 25 percent of tilt' SUbiUCL.L; WL-C tiddle 5U percent were not

included in the profile analyses.

Two "Troup s!.pwise discriminant analyses were co.:ducted ton each

criterion and inveitated proiilc difference!. lof :niccessiul and unsuccessiul

male and female music edhcJto:::: (1) :hiccessInl male successful females,

(2) unsuccessful males and unsuccesstal ieualt.s, slik:ce:,siul males and
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unsuccessful males, and () :uecesstul temals and nasucces:,fal females. The

raw scores tor the loft' Lest were used 1acati:.e the stem scores account for sex

differences while the !;1.00 scores for Luc Motivation Analysis Test do not account

for population se, dillerences. A total of 16 pcufile aaalyea were investi-

gated.

Profiles have been used in previous studies anti have been, in fact,

the most common way of invstigating personality trait or aiutivational

characteristics between groups. The usual approach has been to calculate the

means and standard deviations for each group and conduct variable by variable

°anayses between the ;,roups using t-test or chi square techniques. But, these

approaches do not consider the interrelationsniv amoag the experimental

variables. Tatsuolta notes the discrepancies between conclusions drawn Irum

discriminant profile analyses and those based on mean differences on factor

taken one at a time aed concludes:

Thus, examining the paitera of weights gives us a much more
accurate account of tne nature of group differences itt term:

of a given set of variables than does looking at each variable
separately with no regard for their interrelations and partly
overlapping information . . . This is because the weights

are analoguotts to the partial regression wei:;hts in a

multiple regression equatiori, so -ach weight represents the
relative importance of that variable with the effect!: ni the
other variables "partialled out" (Tatsuoka 1969:4).

The approach of constructing a linear combination reduces the problem

of group differences to a univariaLe problem. Because two group profile

comparisons were desired, the stepwise multiple regress ion technique was used

which is equivalent to a two group discriminant analysis with vile discriminant

function. The b weights are analoguous. it was desired that profile data in

conjunction with the regression data would assist in advising and counseling

undergraduate music education majors, the fourth subproblem.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA AND el..:tc:!.;;;

The findiny,5 of the !;t,Icly are reported in the nconolo?..icl order in

which the investigatjoa was conducted. Discw.sed tirst is samplo attrition.

The criterion data are diseu:;sed second. The ;inain,y. )1. the relationship:

and interrelatinm.hipr. ai,on: the criterion data loading to the formulation of .

the 4 criterion variables are presented. The third sec:Lion includes the findings

of the multiple reression equations used to investiate the relationships and

interrelationship: of personality and motivational variables to music Leaching

success criteria in terms uL G (ratin!0, (i:in plus ratitO, and

G-it (gain minus ratit).). The fourth section nii:ILits th personality and

motivational profiles tot :;ticec:;stul and unsucces:.;ful ;roue: of male and fetnale

music educators while the ;Anal section diset;se the of the findings for

advisir.., and coutuelin, h"deri.admatt: uttlie ednenLiuh :Audent..

SAME ATTitITION

Teachers' data were used in the naly:;e:: it they tailed Lo

satisfy one or more ol the iollowing de:-;1.,;n (I) pre and

testing of their (2) more tna :i 12 pupil: :or it.hievemnt teslin,

and (3) more than .! ratin, evaluation: Subject:, :,. eliminated iro;:t tne

study if their data vere :n::;peeL in any wy.

Campbell and Stale,,. Lite the po:,sibility ni 401UhLui hia:i which they

call the selection -speciiicity etteel which i:, relev,Int tt, lily internal validity

of a research Tky emphasize tLe volunteer subets
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may be nonrepresentative of the populetion as a k,b01, beause they may be more

secure in their teacnink poeieions, have less leer oi being inspected, ar.d will

not be afraid to be co,opaed to other educators. They Sti,.i;vsL:

To help us judge on these matUrs, it would eeem tAll for ce:.veeeit

reports to include statements as Lo hot: many and w;.at kind of

schools and classes were asked to cooperate but reiused, so that

the reader can estimate the severity of poesible selective biases.

Generally speakin:, the ,reater the actount of cooperation involved,

the greater the amount of disruption of routine, and the higher

our reiesal rate, the more opportunity there is io a selection-

specificity . . .

Often stringent biases occur because of the ie tie 01
experimenters who du not allow a more representative Selection

of schools the epportuoicy to refuse CO participate . . One way

to increase it represeutativenessj is to reduce the

number of students or classrooms participating from a given

school or grade and to increase the number of schools and grades

in which the v:Terimnt is carried on (Campbell and Stanley 19(3:189).

In following Camplell and Stauley's advice, the investigator decided CO

include as many music oducetoes as put:iule In .ntidy even thou ,is there might

be only one particip:,nt pe sehool district. Thi:) toe iirst phase of sample

selecAon and the reason for meetin; uith per!;oih; olio were attending inservice

classes, summer school :,e:.sions, or worle-:hops. Witi le i.kijoriLy of these

persons were teachite; is Illinois, a rub:iLL'iLial maahoi uL ects were

teaching thrun);hont Lire United States accouatio,. lug linA 6i1Niplc repre-

senting 80 school district.. in 1., states. The ih;ie:-;Li.,at.-Jr estimated that due

to the nature of .11 ;:tudy and in order to obtain a tioal u!,ahly sample of 200

participating music educator :uhjects, ciore than doui le teat uum:,er would heed

to be invited to parLicip;:Lc. For thi:, reason, J60 m; ::.it: educators Lerc

invited to participate :.

The attrition from over A0 invited to 290 !:nbjects accounting

for 58 percent of population wa! due La twee factors:

(1) the intensiJe t_est in. u: each subject with timee psvchometric instruments

which may have hcen viewed as an invasiu- ut ptivacy, and (2) the xLciit.ive

amount of gatheri_lig criterion data in tertis OL pupil ;-_rowlii and rating.; of music



teaching succebs. ILK, was also an important lacior contributilw, to potyntitla/

subjects' refusini; to participate in the study.

Refusal infomation was conveyed to the investi,ator in person, by

telephone convert.ations with id-rectues 01 Lau sic education and music teachers,

and by letter. One very lar:;4 school distritt on the west coast did not permit

its music educators to pacticfpate because the director 01. research told the

music administrator (who wanted to assist the study) that he nad "been stung in

the past with personAlity studies.

Other pressures ofiered as rejection reaons included newly instituted

busing schedules for acnieving integration ol the io:h001s, new evaluation

'methods and procedu res Dclili; tested in the schoolo, and a ,;eneral bureaucratic

problem of obtaining a&fiiiistrative approval. Nally ad.finistrators did no want

to put forth the elfort %. hen no immediate ;-,ain to them would he apparent.

A second type e attiition occurred in th, which reduced the

sample from 290 to 209 music educators %:ith suliicient criterion data (2S

percent attrition). the data about secondary attrition ea:ue Lo light during

the criterion data ;;aliforin.;, :scoria., ;, dad inLerpiclaLiou acLiviLieS.

The tirst clue L0 tilt.' possible seriousnea of aLliiiioo arose attei:

reminders were mailed to participants to enetnira..! te to pretest their pupils.

It was apparent tht. .,h:ijecLs reiused to prete:..t due to preconceived notions

about the appropriaLeocss of the test tor their pupils. Many tnouy,ht the test

might have been too difficult.

Uhile no scortn Wvre pi0Vidv,1 lilt' 290 edecator,i 1 alit'

music aci, ieveBlehL 1., :..t_. , it 1.;:.s evident. !hal deeliacd to hottest

their pupils after sein Iheir prt:LusL data. Thi:; was, perhap:; due to a

misunderslandinii ;es:la; techniquus aol a ;...1,-1.11 elii0; that

pupils had !:coed p,oi> on Lhc lab .).' k. lit; di) %It 1. MI

the posttest tia:cci'y till' fol. Lein, considered
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a successful music teacher. Most of these subjects did not realize that a low

pupil score on an appropriate, and valid mutdc achievement pretest was, in fact, '

desirable because it allowed more room for growth even though these regression

effects were, to some 6.,xtent., controlled statistiCally.. 11

Most of the music educators who failed to posttest their pupils did not

return the testing packages to the project office even though reminders were

mailed them, and tin o investii,,ator and his staff telephoned these delinquent

subjects. In only 5 cases did the post:testing packets arrive at the music

educator's school too late for admiilistering.

More subtle kinds of subj.act attrition occurred due to post:testing

errors, and these were mere difficult to interpret. While it was made perfectly

clear to the participating music educators that one class of pupils was to be

used for the music achievement testing (and this class preferably would not be

their most musically sophisticated group of pupils), some subjects tested more

than one class.

There were numerous problems in matching pre and posttests for certain

classes of students. This produced a possible pupil testing bias; and, there-

fore, if less than 13 pupils could be matched from one music class, the data

were not used. For example, two music educators pretested one class and post -

tested a different class of pupils. Furthermore, one music educator pretested

his pupils with one usi achievement test and posttested with a different test.

In this case, the music educator :.elected the complete Music Achievement Test III

and was mailed the record and the machine scored .answer sheets. He used "Side

One" for the pretest and "Side Two" for the posttest.

Listed below are the findings for the attrition from 290 to 209 subjects:
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REASONS

208.

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS

1. Music achievement tested another music teacher's class, 1

2. Music achievement tested different sections for pre
and posttests

3. Music achievement tested one class for pretesting and a
different class for posttestiiig 2

4. Attempted to sabotage the testing by testitif; a number of
pupils of whom less than 5 matched for pre and posttests 3

5. Music achievement tested fewer than 13 pupils 22

6. Failed to pre and posttest their pupils 19

7. Failed to posttest their pupils 20

8. Did not have 3 or more rating evaluations 7

9. Failed Co undertal:c any criterion efforts 5

10. Death 1

TotalT 81

1

There was no sufficient way in which to gather evidence as to why the

attrition occurred other than through information provided the investigator in

verbal and written communications. Perhaps it was best summarized by the letter

received from the research director for a large public school system in the

midwest who approved the study:

I should point out that the vote on acceptance of your research

was close. The major eriticih seemed to focus on the large amount
of student and teacher time that would be involved in the conduct

of your study. This is indeed an important factor. 1 minimize this

fact, however, in light of the fact that teacher participation in
all research studies is optional as far as they are concerned.

You should he aware, therefore, that while approval to conduct your
research is given, that this in no way guarantees teacher or pupil

involvement. Their willingness to engage in your stady will depend
obviously on what value they see in the potential results. I am

sure our music supervisor dill be helpful to you in explaining the
merits and the need for the study to our music teachers (personal
communication to the investigator, June 23, 1971).

The above advice was followed in that the staff of this school district

took considerable ti in approving the study. Since this city was one of the

first large school districts to participate (and others would be invited), it

was deemed appropriate to provide ways in which the study could he explained

to prospective subjects, allowing them the opportunity to volunteer or drop

out as they valued the study in terms of tneir and their pupils' time cohunit.ents.
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The music educator sample (209). was stratified into four subsemples

according to teacher type and sex: female choral, female instrumental, male

choral, and male instrumental. Table 4 shows the attrition of these subsamplIF

from the original 290 subjects to the final 209 participants.

TABLE 4.--MUSIC EDUCATOR ATTRITION
In Dropouts Total Percentage of Percentage of

original sample final sample

'FemaleThoral . 103 29 132 45 49

Female Instrumental 12 11 23 8 6

Male Choral 26 11 37 13 12

Male Instrumental 68 30 98 34 33

Totals 209 81 290 100 100

The sample of 290 music educators was weighted in favor of the female

choral and male instrumental music teachers. It was almost evenly divided

between male and female subjects, however, with 53 percent female and 47 percent

male. Attrition was most severe in the female instrumental group where just

under 50 percent dropped out ,of the study. In terms of the total sample, the

final sample percentages were quite closo to those originally obtained: a change

from 45 percent to 49 percent for female choral, from 8 percent to 6 percent

for female instrumental, from 13 percent to 12 percent for male choral, and from

34 percent to 33 percent for male instrumental. The sample appeared to remain

relatively stable within subgroups even though total attrition accounted for

28 percent of the original sample of 290 subjects.

As was discussed in Chapter I, a gratuity was paid ro certain music

educators teaching in large school districts in order to obtain their cooperation

and to reduce sample volunteer bias ei7fPrts. Table 5 highlights the music

educator attrition rate within subgroups comparing paid and unpaid music

educators.

The total paid music educators represented 57 percent of the sample

before attrition while 43 percent were unpaid. After attrition, 55 percent of

the sample were paid while 45 percent were unpaid. The sample reL:ained relatively
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TABLE 5.--MUSIC EDUCATOR ATTRITION PAID AND UNPAID

Paid In Out Follow Through
Percentage

Unpaid In Out Follow Through
Percentage

FC 86 64 22 74 4o 39 7 85

F1 12 1 5 58 11 5 0 45

MC 16 14 2 88 21 12 9 57

MI 52 30 22 58 46 28 8 83

Totals 166 115 51 69 124 94 30 76

Code: FC=Female Choral, FI=Female Instrumental,
MC=Male Chorak, ML=ale Instrumental

stable within subgroups pelt:via:age wise and within the paid and unpaid groups.

However, one very interesting factor occurred. The follow through percentage

for the groups with the largest number of subjects (female choral and male

instrumental) were high for the unpaid subjects while the subjects in these two

groups who were paid followed through with their oblig ations at a lower percen-

tage rate. Interestin::, Lhou,01, the two :;:alle;A: group:, (female instrumental

and male choral) had ieverse follow throu101 pc--centa, - the paid e:roups

followed through mare with their obli:;atious titan did file volunteer unpaid

subjects. These two subgroups helped to maintain sample attrition at a rela-

tively low rate. Table 0 shows percental;e after attrition for the music

educator sample.

TABLE 0.--MUSIG EDUCATOR SAMPLE AFTE.: ATTRIT10:I (N-209)
Paid Percentage Unpaid Percentage Total Savle Percentage

Female Choral 5b 42 49

Female Instrumental 6 5 6

Male Choral 12 13 12

Male Instrumental 2o 40 33

Totals 100 100 100

Table 7 indicates that some of the objectives were achieved by offering

the gratuity and paying halt the sample. More subjects participated whc were

teaching in combination schools (17 percent to 11 percent) and disadvantaged

schools (31 percent to 13 percent). While still weighted in favor of the

advantaged schools, the final sample (N:4209) included percent advantaged,

15 percent combination, and 22 percent disadvantaed. Without the addition of
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the paid subjects, the respective fiWiCv6 would have been iu percent advantaged,

11 percent combination, and 13 percent disadvantaged.

Tablt. 7 shows that the within Fubjects, paid-unpaid, and socioeconomic

school classificatroups remained staid.. nfl rat' .1!' attrition was concerned.

While the sample was weighi.ed in favor of the advantaed, male instrumental,

and female choral groups, attrition did not contribute to these weightings.

An additional ioctor was that music po.;rams varied widely front dis-

trict to district and school to school within the sociocouomie school classi-

fications, a 1 I
taerefore, the situation was accounted tor in the treatment of

the gain score data. The Lo110,:iag tables cwipare LhL i.ft!, of attrition for

the sample in teras of music teacher type, the socioeconomic category, district

size, and the paid and unpaid subjects' mean ages, years of teacin.1 experience,

and degrees. The degree code represents the followin.,, humevical breal:down:

1 - bachelor's de:;ree
2 = bachelor's d:,re plus 12 to 1..) c4.-ediLs

'3 = bachelor's d,:gree plus 1,, to 3t) erediLs

4 = master's de;ree
= mast,_.r's degree plus 2!. credits

master's degree plus 3b credits (Advanced Certificate)

7 Luster's de,rec plus .4 credits CUD de6ve - all but:
disscrt:Itioo)

docur's

Thee tables are peLn;eted to ti.e reader tor at purposes only.

The subjects were not :.traLilied LILO oil the!,e nips LOU personality and

motivational analyse.



School Classification

Advantaged
Combination
Disadvantaged
Total

Advantaged
Combination
Disadvantaged
Total

Advantaged
Combination
Disadvantaged
Total

Advantaged
Combination
Disadvantaged
Mean Total of School
Classifications
Mean Total of
Subtotals

T.\111.1: :.--FEIIALE (*MORAL I.;; STO:)Y
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Amt +. !: of Tachin, EN)vrit:nce_1. _Degree

PAID TEACHERS - LARGE DISTRICT
2.J6

9

21 10.91 2.!,J

35.0 9.94 2.4,

UNP%11) TEAgERS - LARGE DISTRICT
19 32.9U 1.i..8 2.49

3 28.00 ,.,.I/ 3.33

42.13 5.00 3.00

34.41
:_

0. ) 7.92

UNPAID TEACHERS - SMALL DISTRICT
11 33.0) i.30 1.91

.20.00 .1.00 1.0
1 35.00 12.00 3.00

14 31.30 /./9 2.1'4

TOTAL FEMALE CHORAL TEZCHERS
.3 33.62 8.17 2.40

14 29.93 0./0 2.213

26 31.90 9.30 2.83

103 33.82 ,-,0', . 2.51

101 33.32 ...0., 2.51

TABLE 9.--rEMALE CHORAL OUT ue STUOY

School Classification N Av.e Year ut Tachinv Expuriencv. Del;ree

PAID TEACHERS - LARGE DISTRICT

Advantaged 39.71 10.71 2.14

Combination fi 3:).50 P. '1../5

Disadvantajed 11 32.73 ,.. .4 9.55

Total 22 35.9:1 9.3/ 2.81

ILWAID TFACHEAS - LARGE DISTRICT

Advantaged
Combination

2

u

23...J0 1.50 .
1.50

Disadvantaged 1. 30.00 2.00 1.00

Total 3 26.75 1.75 1.25

UNPAID TEACHERS - SMALL DISTRICT

Advantaged 3 30.00 4.33 1.00

Combinarion 0

Disadvantaged 1 40.00 ,;.OU q.00

Total !i 35.00 (..17 2.50

TOTAL FENALE ClIORAL OUT 01' 3TUDY

Advantaged 12 31.07 5.52 1.55

Combination , 35.50 ;,./5 3./5

Disadvantaged 13 34.24 A.2I 2.:;2

Mean Total of School
Classifications ."..) 33.0 i.. h 5 2.i.0

Mean Total of
Totals -29 :,2. `,ii 5.'' Z.19
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TAgLE 10.--FEMALE li;STRUilE:iTAL IN':iTUDY

School Classificalion N ALA. Years uf Tvaehin Experience Degree

Advantaged 26.1)0

Combination I 31.00

DisadvAntaged 1 23.00

Total
------____

31.20_

Advantaged 1 25.00

Combination I 21.00

Disadvantaged 1 2i,.00

Total 's 26.00

Advantaged 1 .)1 .U0

Combination
Disadvantwied 23.00

Total 9 2'.. 5O

Advantaged 7 20.53

Combination 32.00

Disadvantaged 3 25.67

Mean Total of S.hool
Classificatioiz, 12 21).07

Mean Total of
Totals 12 27.23

PAID TEACHERS - LARGE DISTRICT
.1.00

11,4, ..2

9.00

UNPAID TEACHERS
4 .00

5.00

n

3.i.7

!2i TEA11ERS
5.00

2.20
y,-;

4.00
1.00

2.40

- LARGE DISTRICT
2.00
1.00

4.00
2.33

- SMALL DISTRICT
4.00

1.00 1.00 ,

1.00 2.50

TOTAL FEMALE IISTRUMENTAL 1N sTua
2.73
2.30
2.00

5.'33

9.50
1.00

5.91: 2.41

i.33 2.41

TABLE 11.--FEMALE INSTRUMENTAL OUr Oi: STUDY

School Classification N AYe Yo.ies of Toncin E::perience Dc :;ree

Advantaged
Combination
Disadvantaged

i

1

1

W.33
31.00
37.00

PAID TEACHEaS - LAaGE DISTRICT
5.31

e.00

15.00

3.00

3.00
5.00

Total 39.44 9.11 3.67

UNPAID TEACHE!!(; - LARGE DISTRICT

Advantaged 2 4/.00 22.00 3.50

Combination
Disadvantaged 1 22.00 1.00 1.00

Total 3 3'i.50 11.'40 2.25

UNPAID TEACHERS - MALL DISTRICT

Advantaged 2 '+1.50 12.5() '3.50

Combination 0

Disadvantaged 1 21.00 2.00 2.00

Total 3 32.25 7 t'

.4I ) 2.75

TO1AL FEMALE INST1;UMENTAL OUT OF STUDY

Advantaged V 39.61 13.28 3.)3

Combination 1 )1.0u /.00 3.00

-Disadvanta ed 5 27.3)_ :).00 2.(7

l "ean Total of School

Classifications 11 39.32 IL. 3.00

Mean Total of
Totals 11 35.40 V.2(.> 2. clO
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TABLE 12.--MA1.E CHORAL IN STUDY

School Classification N Aec Years or Te:Ichinv Experitnce Degree,___-_-....
PA Li) TEACHERS - LARGE DISTRICT

Advantaged 7 34.i.,n 10.51 4.29

Combination . f 45.60 20.40 2.20

Disadvantaged 2 37.00 9.00 3.00

Total 14 39.15 13.39 3.16

UNPAID TEACHERS - LARGE DISTRICT

Advantaged 'd 30.00 12.60 4.60

Combination 1- - 33.00 11.00 5.00

Disadvantalled 1 41.00 1/.00 0.00

Total 1 36.67 13.511 5.20

UNPAID TEACHERS - SMALL DISTRICT

Advantaged , 31.50 3.00 2.15

Combination U

DisadvantaRed 1 33.00 6.00 7.00

Total 5 J 32.25
t

5.50 4.68
MAL MALE CHORAL IN STUDY

Advantaged 10 34.12 0.72 3.79

Combination 0 39.30 15.80 3.60

Disadvantaged 4 3/.00 11.33 5.33

Mean Total of School
Classification ) ';o.61 11.',, 4.24

Mean Total of
Totals ? 3,.04 10.E1 4.41

GllOitAL uUT OF :a1 (1)Y

S:.hool Classification U Tk.achin E:;otrinc
P2110 TF.AC11E,1:; - LAItGE DISTUICT

Advantaged
Combination :).00 2.00

Disadvantaged 1 13.00 /.00 3.00

Total 31. A) u.OU

UNP.'.11) TEACHEIZ:) - DISUICT

tdvantaged 36.00 11.15 3.15

Combination 0

Disadvantaged 1 24.00 .1.00 1.00

Total 30.00 2.36

U-P\ID It 'CHF'. - ')11L D1STLICT

Advantaged 29.2) '/.00 3.00

Combination 0

Disadvantaged U

Total 29.25 /.00 3.00

TOTAL HALF. CHWAL OUT 0i' STUDY

Advantaged
Combination 1 0.00 ).00 2.00

Disadvantaged 2.00

Mean Total of School
Classifications 11 2.) .1.)

Mean Total of
Totals 11 30..!5 0)3
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TABLE 14.--MALE INSTRUMENTAL IN 116; SIM ------------
School Classification N "Pk. Years of Machin); Experience Dvgree

'PAIDTEACHEAS - LARGE: DISTRICT

Advantaged 15 40.40 14.20 3.68

Combination . 5 40.60 13.UU 3.00

Disadvantaged 10 41.30 14.90 2.70

Total 30 40.17
-

14.30 3.12
UNPAID TEACHERS - LARGE DISTRICT

Advantaged 2U 31.55 9.55 3.65

Combination 2 1.50 1'./.00 5.00

Disadvantaged 1 20.00 5.00 2.00

Total 23 33.01 11.18 3.55

UNPAID TEACHERS - SMALL DISTaICT

Advantaged 1U 35.10 11.E0 4.10

Combination 2- 25.0U 2.01) 2.50

Disadvantaged 3 3.01/ 12.35 5.00

Total 11 32.26 ,,../1 3.81

TOTAL MALE INSTRUMENTAL IN STUDY

Advantaged '#) 15.0B 11.L6 3.U1

Combination 9 33.70 11.00 3.50

Disadvantaged 14 Ve.ho 10./4 3.23

Mean Total of School
Classifications ": 15.15 11.Y0 3.51

Mean Total ol
Totals ,,, 35.35 11.:,0 3.51

TABLE 13.--l1ALE INSTRUMENTAL OUT OF STUDY _..-

School Classification N Aze Ycars of Toacnin E%purience Dq;ree
PAID TEACHERS - LAiICE DISTRICT

Advantaged 11 40.00 15.70 3.70

Combination 34.(x;) ;..3; 2.U3

Disadvantaged 5 32.00 /.40 2.A
Total 22 35.56 10.4t, 1 04

Advantaged
Combination
Disadvanta:;cd
Total-

0

Advantaged
Combination
Disadvantaged
Total

Advantaged
Combination
Disadvantaged

ii

UflPAID TaAG:ICAS - LA.:GE DISTRICT
19.00 3.50

41.00 4.00

42.00 1.;./5 3.75

UNPAID TEACHEi:S - SMALL DISTRICT
I J J.23

Mean Total of School
Classification
Mean Total of
Totals

30

30

/. / ) 3.25
TOTAL MALE INSTRUMI:NT61, OUT OF STUDY

14.15 3.b3

).t 3

3.30

3.52

12.3 3 3.35



BEST COPY
217

Music Student Teacher Samolo

The music student ivachec s-,Iple was selected primarily from volunteer

music education maiors attending Y Leacher traininA istitUtions in the

following categories: medium si4ed private unLveisities (Elaurst College,

Millikin University, and ohlahoma City University); 1,,,dium sized public

universities (Eastern Illinois Univei.sity and 1k:stern Illinois University);

and large public universities (Illinois Sidle University and the University

of Illinois). The first semef:ter, 1971-72 schpol year, student Leachers attending

the University of Illinois and the first Scill.!!;LCC 19a-/3 school year student

teachers attending Oklahoma City University were required to participate in the

study thus reducing volunteer biA

From a population of 1133 music student teachers, a total of 93 senior

music education majors completed the 3 personality tests. The attrition from

183 potential subjects to 9.3 participants represented i)1 percent of the ori ,fin-

ally contacted students. This response was considered adequate and within the

realms of normality as far as attrition was concerned.

Similar to Liu. music educator sample, a second hind of attrition occurred

which reduced the saLtple froia 93 to 13 6ubjectn. represented a 22 percent

attrition rate.

Table 11)y:±1it;tribution of the LIU:d sludcat teacher sample

in 3 school and 4 teacher type cate;;ories.

TABLE 1h.--MUSIC STUDENT TEACHER SAMPLE - ;:1 II OF SUBJECTS

Medium Private
In Out Tocal

Medium Public
in Out Total

1-nze. Public

in Out TotA
Total Sample
In Out Total

Female Choral 1 1 2 7 3 10 24 5 29 32 9 41

Female Instr. 2 0 2 3 0 "i 7 1 6 12 1 13

Male Choral 0 0 0 1 1 2 3 1 4 4 2 o

Male Instr. D 1 t) / : )

t)
1'3 5 1;; 25 6 i3

Total i.;

______
2.. 10 15 i) 24 4i 12 59 73 20 93



The fo11owi,1:.
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o 0t to tale final sample

for the music student te.:chers by teacher in:;litution and teacher type:

TABLE 11.--;JUDET TEACHE.: i.T.::.CE,4TAU XrTiaTIOU

-44 441* Trr

maa!=111WID

0.1 ihal Pl"al
....... .....--

Medium Private 6.1,o1 114 I l7

Medium Public :',hool ?AO, 25Z

Large Public School ,:l.; '0,

Zot .11 10:), 1004

Female Choral ajor!.
Female Instrmiental Nhior
Male Choral Majors
Male Instrumental M.;

)., :144

16/.,

07.

100'4 100'4

Attrition did i.ut ,11.1...cL the oi LO the tinal

sample in terms f uh_ber:, of ;: le.ite!;ehted by the Lize

of the teachiug io_titutihn or by Cie t:ipe :;.:uhps. The

sample was weithted .Ill public - Ave.."ity :Lrohp aid the

female choral i . : ru,.ut01. 1 , 0 1 . : ; 4 O t t i i . t +11(1 1101

affect the distrihutioh of the

THE PUPIL CuaMTH C.UTERIOil OF MUEIC SUC(;C!)S

Sublets tro..; the Ter;t. I-IV .;cihird J. Colwell

were used to compute ..oan residaal each participatln..

music educator and a(hieveoe..t pitpared for each stn.-

ject's class. provided a critecion ,1!)vo.!ch to LAIC music

achievement tcstin :ef:awie t ill t:iu educ:itor tire ohjectives which i.e

considered imporialt miith he tenchin!,, at the

high school level 11:k it posible, ,) u-c oi

pupils for music achieve!.:ent Le:;tiu rathel. LIUm 1.ia.11 ictormin,;

group of pupils.



Scoring

219

Hand scoring accuracy wa!, checked by the proiket consultant who ran-

domly selected 41 test answer sheet. lima Lho 23, j9u available. Following

is the formula:

I.

percent f IOU

One error was sound in scorin. This error coo be interpreted acconling

to the above equation in three ways. First, the total ou,ber of test items

on the 41 answer sheets was 2,261 of which one was iii Lrrov. The scoring

accuracy percentage Oj Luis is 99.96 pmrcnt.

Second, the tutal amtbe.- of sohtestr included on the answer shets was

123 of which 122 were scored correctly. This produced a scoring accuracy figure

of 99.19 percent.

Third, the total number of test. answer sheets onmbered 1 oi which 40

were scored correctly. This scoring accuracy fi.ttre 97.j6 percent.

The mean scoring accuracy percenta;,e which ww- tumid by adding the three

percentages and dividing by 3 produced a figure of percent. hounding

produced a 99 perctnt nc curocy for coring the mtwic "chiev(ment I s IS by hand.

The 1 percent error figure W:i6 snhstontially lower thaa the 26 percent. avera,;e

figure found for hand seocin6 standardized 142:A.:;:

Accuracy cannot be overemphasized in the seoring of standardized

tests. Even small scorin.,,, errors have a dotei:ilental influence

on the reliability and validity of the test results. Large

errors may lead to educational decisions which arc injurious to

individuals or groups (Gronitind 1971:;53).

Residual Gain Scores

A multiple regce:.sion equation which included certain or,anismic,

demographic, and experient -ai I variables was 11:;ud in oider to derive the class

mean residual gain core for each paCtiCipatin-% i:11:.1 c rhv literature

discussed in Chapter II w,,s inconclusive as tau a, :he (:Ilie technique or
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formula to be used. While it had been hypothesized that variables other than

the pretest score should be used as covariates, little research had been offered

to assist this investigation 'with the specific procedural requirements for

formulating the residual gain equation. Therefore, the investigator selected

the residual technique which appeared to control best the pre-existing differ-

ences among teachers' classes of pupils. Table 18 shows the class mean residual

gain score analysis.

TABLE 18.--CLASS MEAN RESIDUAL GAIN SCORE MULTIPLE REGRRSSION ANALYSIS
p COEFFICIENTS b COEFFICIENTS SE of p SE of b t-test

7 Y Y Y Y

Intercept
X1 .015

X
2

-.007
X
3

.925

.004

-.084
.912

.03e

.035

.027

1.332

.010

.395

.027

;

6.091**
.416

-.212

34.258**

Intercept

F = 432.38

8.118**

R= .93 R
2

= .86

N = 211

SE of Estimate -../3.d8

DF = 3/207-

p<.01**

The finding from the multiple regression equation used to obtain the

class mean residual gain score was that the created variable (X
1
) and the

meeting times per week variable (X2) did not substantially contribute to the

class mean residual gain score. Therefore, the residual gain score analysis

appeared to be quite similar to analysis of covariance in that the class mean

pretest score contributed significantly the most to the equation and the

derivation of the residual gain score, The F ratio indicated that the multiple

R was significant beyond the .01 level and that 86 percent of the variance was

accounted for by the equation in formulating the class mean residual gain score

for each participating music educator, the G criterion.

After computing the G criterion score for each participant, it was

necessary to investigate possible differences in G which could be attributed to

pretesting time differences. Analysis of variance and t-test procedures were
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-used to test for significant differences.among these pretesting time groups.

The following null hypothesis was investigated; .

There will be no significant differences aMong the four
pretesting time groups in class mean residual. gain scores (G).

Table 19 showS the results of the analysis of variance. procedure.

TABLE 19.--ANOVA CLASS MEN RESIDUAL GAIN SCORES
Pretestin Mean Standard Deviation

1 = September-October 75 .901 3.491

2 = November-December 63 .136 4.777

3 = January-February 66 -.773 2.391

4 = March 7 -3.594 6.260

Degrees of Freedom

Source Between
Within 207

210

Sum of Squares
191.945

2923.709
3115.654

Mean Squares F Ratio
63.981 4.53**
14.124

p<.01**

The analysis of variance showed significant differences among the groups

beyond the .01 level for a two tailed test of significance. Because significant

differences were found to exist, t-test analyses were used to investigate where

these differences were located. Table 20 shows the t-test analysis for testing

the null hypotheses that there would be no significant differences between the

pretesting groups.

TABLE 20.--t-TEST ANALYSIS AMONG PRETESTING GROUPS

Groups DF Mean Difference Between Means Pooled SE t-Test Values

1 & 2 136 .552 138 .765 .705 1.085

1 & 3 139 .117 141 1.674 .511 3.277**

/ 6 4 81 .505 83 4.107 1.399 2.936**

2 & 3 127 -.329 129 .909 .661 1.376

2 & 4 69 -.241 71 3.342 1.840 1.816

3 & 4 72 -1.036 74 2.433 1.094 2.223*

1-2, 3-4 910 -.003 212 1.5e .544 2.919**

1 -3, 2-4 210 -.003 212 .5 .560 .639

p<.05* p.01**

Table 20 shows that there were significant differences between groups

1 and 3, groups I and 4, and groups 1-2 and 3-4 beyond the .01 level. There was

also a significant difference betwecu groups 3 and 4 beyond the .05 level.

Therefrc, .;ig.iificant differences in class mean residual gain scores which could
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be attributed to pretesting time differences were found for groups 1, 3, and 4.

Evisn though there were no significant differences between groups 2 and 3.and

groups 2 and 4, when the first two groups were combined into one group and

compared with a group including both groups 3 and 4, significant differences

were found. Furthermore, because a significant difference was found between

group 1 and group 3-4, the music educator sample was stratified into three

pretesting groups: Group 1-2 reflecting pretesting Limes during the first

semester months of September, October, November, a:d December; Group 3 reflec-

ting pretesting during the first two months of the second semester (January

and February);. and Group 4 reflecting pretesting during March.

Music educators were rank ordered from high to low according to class

metn residual.gain scores within each of the three pretesting groups and within

subgroups of teacher type: female choral, female instrumental, male choral,

and male instrumental. The total group stratifi "ation was accomplished by

percentage allocation according to the number of subjects in the pretesting

time groups and in the within teacher type groups. Ibis procedure allowed for

a total G criterion ranked order for the complete sample of music educators

(N=209) . In other words, the subjects from each of the three pretesting time

groups were given a rank according to the percontalw of subjects in each pre-

testing, teacher type group.

Table 21 shows the music achievement test subt.ests which were used to

compute the G criterion. Tables 18 through 20 show the complete G criterion

scores for the music educator samples within subgroup:; accordiw; to teacher

type.
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TABLE 21.--MUSIC ACHIEVEMENT TEST SUBTESTS

223

Pitch Discrimination - To differentiate which tone of 2 musical tones
is higher or whether the tones arc the same. and to differentiate which
of 3 musical tones heard is the lowest. NAT-I, Part 1.

Test C Interval Discrimination - To differentiate scalewise from leaping
intervals. MATrI, Part 2.

Test D Meter Discrimination - To differentiate duple and triple meters; music
that moves in twos from music that moves in threes. MAT-I, Part 3.

Test E Ma for -Minor Mode Discrimination - To distinguish major and minor modes
in music. MAT-II, Part 1.

Test F Feeling For Tonal Center - To determine the key center or key tone of
a group of chords in one tonality and of a short musical phrase.

MAT-II, Part 2.

Test H Auditory-Visual Discrimination: Pitch - To road notes accurately as to
pitch. MAT-II, Part 3A.

Test I Auditory-Visual Discrimination: Rhythm - To read notes accurately as
to rhythm. MAT-II, Part 3B.

Test J Tonal Memory - To recognie whether two chords are the same or
different and where different, e.g. to find which note was altered.
MAT-III, Part 1.

Test K Melody Recognition - To recognize the melody and determine whether it
appears in the top, middle, or bottom voice of a harmonized version.

MAT-III, Part 2.

Test L Instrument RecoAntl.on - To identify the instruments of the band and

orchestra by sound. MAT-III, Part 4.

Test M Musical Style: Composers - To identiiy music ot different styles by
selecting representative composers. MAT-IV, Part 1A.

Test N Musical Style: Texture - To differentiate monophonic, homophonic, and
polyphonic music. MAT-IV, Part 1B.

Test 0 Cadence Recognition - To differentiate hulf, full and deceptive
cadences. MAT-IV, Part 4.

MUSIC ACHIEVEMENT TESTS PREPARED FROM ABOVE SUBTESTS

01 BCD 11 BEL 21 D1K 31 HIJ 41 BLM

02 BCL 12 DFI 22 DIL 32 HIK 42 MAT-III

03 BDE 13 DHL 23 EHJ 33 HIL 43 MAT-II

04 BDF 14 BIJ 24 EIK 34 HKL (1i1EF)

05 BDI 15 BIL 25 EIL 35 HKN 44 LMNO

06 BDJ lh an 26 EJK 36 JMN 45 MAT-IV

07 BDL 17 DEF 2/ 11113 37 KIL 4h BD

08 BDN 16 DEL 2d HID 36 KIM 4/ BCDE

09 BEI 19 DEK 2't HIE *9 KLM

10 BEK 20 DEL -,o HU.' 40 BDF



e interpretation Of the Codes for Tables 22 through 25 follows:

'Grade Level - H= high school, grades 9-.12
M = middle school, grades 6-9
E = elementary school,. grades 5-6

224

Pupil N - The number of pupils used for pre and posttestiug with the specially
prepared music achievement tests.

School Code - The socioeconomic nature of the school:
A = socially advantaged
C = combination
D = socially disadvantaged

School District - The category for the school district:
LP = large district, paid subjects
LO = large district, unpaid subjects
SO = small district, unpaid subjects

MAT Test - The number of the specially prepared music achievement test used for
pre and posttesting Table 21.

Highest Score - The highest possible score for that specially prepared music
achievement test.

Pretest Mean - The pretest class mean score on the specially prepared music
achievement test.

Pretest SD - The pretest standard deviation score for the class mean pretest
score.

Posttest Mean - The class mean posttest score on the specially prepared music
achievement test.

Posttest SD - The standard deviation for the class mean posttest score.

Raw Gain - The difference found by subtracting the pretest class mean score

from the class mean posttest score, not statistically treated.

Res. Gain - The residual gain score. The statistically treated class mean
residual gain score which was a deviation score derived from the
multiple regression equation which included 3 covariates and pre-
dicted a posttest class mean score. This predicted score was
subtracted from the actual class mean posttest score which derived
the class mean residual gain score for the G criterion.

Pretest Group - 1 = September, October, 2 = November, December

3 = January, February 4 = March
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Gain Curve - The gain success score which was assigned to each music educator
within each subgroup and reflected the normal curve distribution
of his residual gain G score. The scores ranged from a high of
6 to a low of 1 and reflected 3 standard deviations above and
below the mean rank score for the sample.

6 = outstanding, 3 percent of the sample, 3 standard deviations
above the mean rank.

5 = excellent, 13 percent of the sample, 2 standard deviations
above the mean rank.

4 = above average, 34 percent of the sample, 1 standard deviation
above the mean rank.

3 = below average, 34 percent of the sample, 1 standard deviation
below the mean rank.

2 = plor, 13 percent of the sample, 2 standard deviations below
the mean rank.

1 = unsuccessful, 3 percent of the sample, 3 standard deviations

below the mean rank.

Interval Pre-Post - The actual numerical interval for instruction between the
administrations of the pre and posttests.

Rank Num. - The rank number assigned each subject within the three pretesting
time group...
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In order to better interpret tile meaning of these data, the music educator

sample was stratified into 3 groups -- high, medium, and low -- based on the

Subjects' G ranked score within pretesting time groups for the 4 teacher type

groups: female choral, female instrumental, male choral, and male instrumental.

Tables 22 through 25 show the rank order for. these groups with two space's between

each success group. While the sample was not trichotomized according to success

for the regression analyses which were the major emphases of the study, this

tertiary stratification was helpful in describing whether any type of subgroup

or grade level group bad a tendency to be more successful in G than some other

groups.

The first consideration was whether the inclusion 01 the paid subjects

contributed to the total distribution of the sample as far as levels of goodness

were concerned. Tables 22 through 25 clearly demonstrate that the paid subjects

tended to score in the lower third of the sample in G more than did the unpaid

subjects. While many may argue that the paid subjects were really OW volun-

teers which was true, certain peer and/or administrative pressures were exerted

in the school systems in which all the participants participated that the finding

that there was less volunteering among the paid subjects was substantiated.

Further evidence of this was found in the amount of data sabotage. At least 75

paid subjects or 3f: percent of the final sample were coerced into participating

in the study by either their music administrators, peer music teachers, or the

investigator. Therefore, a volunteer bias as far as the unpaid subjects were

concerned appeared evident in that more of these !.:nbjects scored higher in G.

The selection-specificicy elfect seemed to be somewhat reduced by obtaining the

paid subjects.

Tables 26 and 2/ show that trouping by precestihg :imes was not a factor

in music teaching success accerdirl;; to G. The feNtA ckofal ,rasp represented

52 percent of the sample tor Group 1-!. Ot this figure, 49 p,rcent were in the
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high group, 50 percent in the middle group, and :)ti percent in the low group.

This showed a slight weighting factor in the low group but did not deviate much

from the total 52 percent figure.

The male instrumental group, while accounting foi: 32 percent of the sample

in Group 1-2, showed only 2n percent in the low group demonstrating that male

instrumental music educators tended to be more successful. The same was true

for the female choral group .in pretesting Group 3. However, when compared to

the total sample which was used for the major analyses of the study, grouping

by pretesting times did not appear to be a factor in music teaching success as

constructed from the pre and posttest administrations of the music achievement

tests for the G criterion.

Tables 28 and 29 show the gain score distribution by socioeconomic school

categories. The subjects in the female choral cats e,ory appeared to be more

successful in G than tnose .iu the disadvantaged categoiy and was the only

teacher type group to be so weighted. Since this was the teacher type group

with the largest number of subjects, it affected the total sample. The finding

is that the residual gain score program did not account for all of the differ-

ences in class mean residual gain scores for teachers in socioeconomic categories

as had been originally desired. The female choral music educator had an advan-

tage for obtaining success as measured by G if he were Leaching in a socially

advantaged school. There appeared to be no substantial differences in success

for the other music educators according to socioeconomic categories of their

schools.
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TABLE 26.--GAIN SCORE TOTAL PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS
FC FI 'MC. MI Total

N % N % N % N %. N %_
Groups 1-2
High 22 10.5 2 1.0 5 2.4 16 7.1 45 21.6

Medium 23 11.0 1 .5 7 3.3 15 7.2 46 22.0

Low 26 12.4 3 1.4 4 1.9 12 5.1 45 21.4

Total 71 33.9 6 2.9 16 7.6 43 20.6 136 65.0

Group 3
High 11 5.2 2 1.0 1 .5 i; :3.9 22 10.6

Medium 12 5.7 1 .5 2 1.0 7 3.3 22 10.5

Low 5 2.4 3 1.4 5 2.4 9 4.3 22 10.5

Total 28 13.3 h 2.9 8 3.9 24 11.5 66 31.6

Group 4
High 1 .5 0 l .) 0 2 1.0

Medium 1 .5 0 1 .5 1 .5 3 1.4

Low 2 1.0 0 0 0 2 1.0

Total 4 2.0 0 2 1.0 1 .5 / 3.4

Totals
High 34 16.3 4 1.9 7 3.3 '24' 11.5 69 33.0

Medium 36 17.2 2 1.0 10 4.0 23 11.0 /1 3':.0

Low 33 15.8 c, 2.9 9 4.3 21 10.0 69 33.0

Total 103 49.3 12 5.8 2b 12.4 08 32.5 209 100.0

TABLE 27.--uitiN SCORE WITHIN GROUP PERCENTAGES
FC FI MC MI Total

N 7. N %

Group 1-2
High 22 49.0 2 4. 5 11. 16 35. 45 100.

Medium 23 50. 1 2. 7 15. 15 33. 46 100.

Low 26 58. 3 7. 4 9. 12 20. 45 100.

Total 71 52. b 4. 16 12. 43 32. 136 100.

Group 3
High 11 50. 2 9. 1 5. 8 30. 22 100.

Medium 12 55. 1 5. 2 9. 7 31. 22 100.

Low 5 23. i 14. 5 2 I. 9 40. 22 100.

Total 76 41. 6
es

,. 8 12. 24 36. 66 100.

Group 4
High 1 50. U 1 50. 0 2 100.

Medium 1 )3.1 0 1 33.3 1 33.3 .3 99.9

Low 2 100. 0 0 0 2 100.

Total 4 57. 0 ., 29. 1 14. 7 100.

Totals
1;i61 34 49. 4 0. 7 10. 24 35. 69 100.

Medium 36 51. 2 3. 10 14. 23 .32. 71 130.
Low 33 48. 4 9.. 9. 9 13. 21 30. ti 100.

Total 103 69. 12 4. 20 12. 48 11. 209 100.

Code: FC=Female Choral, FL-Fc:Aalu MC'-'alu Choral, MI=Malc Lust rumen-

Lai
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TABLE 29.--SOCIOECONOMIC GAIN SCORE DISTRIBUTIONS WITHIN GROUP PERCENTAGES

ADVANTAGED COMBINATION DISADVANTAGED TOTAL

FEMALE CHORAL
27
20
16

79

56

49

4

6

4

12

16

12

3

10

13

9

28.

39

34

36

33

100

100

100

High
Medium
Low
Total 63 61 14 14 20 25 103 100

FEMALE INSTRUMENTAL
High . . 2 50 1 25 1 25 4 100

Medium
,

Low
1

4

50

67

0

1 16.5

1

1

50
16.5

2

6

100

100

Total 7 58 2 17 3 25 12 100

MALE CHORAL
High 4 57 2 28 1 15 7 100

Medium 5 50 3 30 2 20 10 100

Low 7 7h 1 11 1 11 9 100

Total 16 (-.2 6 23 4 15 26 100

MALE INSTRUMENTAL
High 16 67 4 16 4 16 24 100

Medium 15 65 2 9 2b 23 100

Low 14 67 3 14 4 19 21 100

Total 45 66 9 13 14 21 68 100
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One major concern of the study was whether or not teachers teaching at

the elementary level would have a better chance tor obtaining G than those music

educators teaching at the middle or high school level. For this reason, Leachers

were instructed to use a group of pupils for the C criterion who were less musi-

cally sophisticated than their pupils in the most outstanding performing group.

Even though the residual gain statistical procedure accounted for some regression

towards the mean effects, it would not tie considered to wholly satisfy these

requirements. No single statistical procedure is without some error variance.

Table 30. shows the gain score distribution by grade level. The per- .

centages were accumulated across rows for each caLeory: elementary, middle and

high school. For example, the female cnorai group accounted for 33 percent of

the high success group; yet, 35 percent of the Elub.iects in this group were ele-

mentary and middle school music Leachers and only 18 percent were teaching

choral music at the high school level. Ie medium success group showed a defin-

ite weighting bias in favor of the high school tale choral teachers.

The male instrumental group, Loo, had a detin;t0 weighting advantage in

success for the elementary Leacher while the reverse was true for the high school

teacher who tended to be ranked low in succer. G. This was true for the female

instrumental music educator, too, although there were too few subjects to make

adequate interpretations of these findings.

Was grade level per se a contributing factor in determining the music

teacher's success in ranked gain score or was the statistic used to derive the

class mean residual gain SCOIC appropriate enough to account for these grAde

level differences among success groups? Table .30 appears to portray a definite

regression effect: music teachers teaching at the elementary school level where

pupils were less musically sGphisticated tended to 6e classified as more !;uccess-

ful teachers when the G criterion was interpreted by dvidin, the sample into

thirds: high, medium, and low.
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One factor in the investigation was the basic assumption that the music

educator was teaching at the grade level and in the speciality most conducive

to his achieving success. Grade level per se was not under investigation nor

was the music teaching speciality. Was the G criterion really fair to middle

and high school music educators? It one standardized music achievement test

had been used, the answer to the above question would be negative. There was

one additional factor (the most fundamental and important factor) that contri-

buted to the music educator's ability to achieve success on the G criterion.

This factor was that the music educator selected the music achievement test used

with his pupils. If this Lest was too easy or Coo difficult for his children,

did not measure adequately the teacher's objectives, or was 6enerally inappro-

priate contributed to the music educator's ability to produce success that was

measurable. In other words, the above findings show that the elementary music

teachers tended to pick more appropriate music achievement subLests for measuring

their objectives than did their colleagues teaching; at the middle and high school

levels. It is also possible that the elementary music Leachers taught for more

content than did their middle and high school collell:,ncs.

One could also find that the music acnievenent tests did not adequately

discriminate among older pupils. This finding would be in contrast to practi-

cally all the evidence in existence relating to the Music Achievement Tests,

IV as reported by Colwell (1967,1970) and Dvorak (1973 in progress). The

MAT Tests do discriminate among middl school, high school, and college students.

Dvorak has shown that they discriminate among, muf;ie majors. it appears that the

finding is that the elementary music educators selected more appropriate tests

and were more successful at achieving their objective:, than the middle and high

school music educators.
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TABLE 30.--GAIN SCORE DISTRIBUTION BY GRADE LEVEL
HIGH MEDIUM

N

LOW PERCENT

FEMALE CHORAL
Elementary School 24 35 25 36 20 29 69 100

Middle School 8 35 5 22 10 43 23 100

High School 2 18 6 55 3. 27 11 100

Total 34 33 36 35 33 33 103 100

MALE INSTRUMENTAL
Elementary School 7 58 2 1/ 3 25 12 100

Middle School 14 38 14 38 9 2; 37 100

High School 3 1t 7 37 9 47 19 100

Total 24 35 23 34 21 31 68 100

MALE CHORAL
Elementary School 1 17 2 .33 3 5U 6 100

Middle School 2 20 5 50 '3 30 10 100

High School 3 30 4 40 3 30 10 100

Total 4, 23 .11 42 9 35 26 100

FEMALE INSTRUMENTAL
Elementary School 2 6i 0 1 33 3 100

Middle School 2 40 1 20 2 40 5 100

High School 0 1 25 .3 75 4 100

Total 4 33 2 1. I, 50 12 100

TOTAL SAMPLE
Elementary School 34 3b 29 32 'il 3U 90 100

Middle School 26 35 25 33 '/'t 32 75 100

High School 8 18 lb 41 U; 41 44 100

Total ii8 32.5 72 14.) 69 33 209 100
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Table 7.1 shows the music achievement Lest distribution for the music

teacher type groups within grade level categories. With the exception of tests

40,43,46, and 47, the tests are listed in order of dill:Lenity. High school

music educators were advised to select more difficult tests. Slightly more than

50 percent of the high school teachers in the female choral group did not select

the more difficult tests; and, therciuru, Lids coup!. have affected their chances

for obtaining gain success.

The middle school teachers iu the four teacher type groups appeared to

be more diverse in select:!.n music achievement tests. The male choral and male

instrumental teachers teaching at the high school level tended to select more

difficult tests especiallithose dealing with music 'reading; U9,13,I4,15,18,21,

22,23,24,25,27,28,29,30,31,32,33,34,35,36,37,3d,42,43. Tests 2i through 33

included two music reading subtests (11 according to and I according to

rhythm). A high school or middle school pupil in band, orenesta, or choir

(an elective organization) would be expected to read music. Nevertheless, a

music readint, objective for Luis student L lavem_ ; ; Iiaye oven inappropriate.

It miPht appear that subtests from the m,i /tchiuvutaent Tests may have

been inappropriate to; the middle and nign !,eneol to,:chers who primarily

directed performing :;ronp. (Fands, (A(hy A lal., and ..hoir:.) ,!hd, :noruloru, invali-

dating the p-e and pot:tie:;ti,it; p.ocudhre:, used LO dvvive tine la:;!, mean rvidual

gain scores. Some f0_ these Lac,ic udhcatot!: )t.:t ioCI:ed

that these subte\</t-;:e ,wcopL-iJte Id rL.v"..L cla!;:;c:, ciLiwr

by the school di t ;At:He o. I.: Li, :wit: vit.)

Colwen's t . dvtirmlite th:fiv reliabili-

ties for use by t;econdilry !whiJul hlw;ic Ivachk-CS, idLLec ar;umvnt:; appeur

impotent. As previowy ;Lk: Mn:i it. Acil

among secondary 1-(.001 ptioi 1! and . ,

no discriminate



TABLE 31.--MUSIC ACHIEVEMENT TEST D1STAIBUTION.

Female C. Female I.

TEST E MHEMHE
01
02
03
04
05
06

07
08
09
10

11

12

9 1

1

16 1 1 1

1

5 3 1 1

10 2 1 1

1

1

1

2

1

13 1

14

15 1

16

17 1

18

19 2
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WIL! C.
U J1

Mole I.
E M H

1 1

1

TOTALS
12

1
.6.1...

2 22

17"--
1 1 13

1

17
1

1

1

20 1

21
22
23
24
25 1

26
27 4 4

28 2 1

29 1 1.

30
31 1

32 1 2 1

34 1

33 3 1 1

35
36 1

1
37

38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47 12

2

1

1

1

2

2

1 2

1 1

1

1 1 3

3

1

1 3 5

11

3

0

1 1 1 10 4 28

---r 1 5

1 3

4

1 1

1_
1 4 2 16

1 I I

2

1 1

2 2

0
2

1 2

0

TLS. 69 23 11 3

1

U

1

10 10 1.,! 5/ 19 209

Code: TLS.=Tocals, C.=Chor,t1, 1.--;111!,trumu:.i.11
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At the meetings during which the music. teachers were briefed on the study

and selected their music Lusting object: yes, the investigator strongly encouraged.

secondary school music teachers of perf4..rming groups to select the more difficult

test sections which were pointed out to them if these net their music teaching

objectives. The investigator does not feel that these teachers selected the

best that they could from the available list of behavioral objectives.

Only one Iligh school, band director, who was also the district's music

administrator, offered comments to the effect that he thought the tests might

not discriminate among his students (and he selected a relatively difficult

combination of subtests). Also, one additional school district's music adminis-

trator. expressed verbally to the investigator that he felt the tests may be

inappropriate for all his teachers -- elementary through secondary.

After both pre and positesting sessions, the music educators were requested

to write comments about the Music Achievement Tests. Numerous comments were

received and the elementary teachers :ere the most vocal in highlighting their

opinions that the tests were too difficult or possibly inappropriate. A con-

siderable number of positive comments were received irom the secondary teachers

in contrast tc very few negative ones. While it is possible that the secondary

school music teachers selected irrelevant tests (perhaps tests that they felt

their pupils could answer rather than tests which specifically measured the

teacher's objectives) , the data from the study neither confirm uor deny the

possibility. The data do confirm, however, that selection of appropriate music

education objectives and their correspondin e?aluative tests may have been more

difficult for the secondary school music educators. This being so, it reflects

on the music educators' abilities to produce gain and/or select appropriate

objectives and tests. Certainly, more research is heeded in this area if objec-

tive measurements are going to be used as Leacher accountability criteria.

The class mean residual gain :,:ore criterion G as derived from the pre

and posttest music achievement test :.cores of pupils appeared to be a valid
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criterion for assessing music teaching success a5 tar as this study was con-

cerned: the gain construct discriminated among the music educators comprising

the sample of the study. As with ally criterion, certain error variances will

be apparent; and as di scussed above, these errors may contribute to the ultimate

findings of the study.

!ZATINCS OF MUSIC TE:.111NG SUCCESS

Five ratings ot music teaching succe:::. .:ere' invcstii;ated add comprised

the weighted R criterion: pupil, buildity, priacip,d, music supervisor, putiv,

and self. The Illinois Teacher Evaluation Quotionnaire (ITEQ) was used in

the study because it wa! the only published in:Lrumeut available that was

specifically designed for secondary school pupil evaiaations of teachers.

Permission was granted trus. the publisher to amend 6, W 1Lei.t 1TEQ tom to a

23 item form to facilitate the :,,athrin!; of ratin_s in ih four z-emaining sources

of ratings: principal , supervisor, peer, and suit. This was necessary because

17 items related directly to what pupils' tno.mht lhout the teacher or the class

such as the kinds of lusts used in the clas::, the a.;lount of homework assignments,

and so forth.

All of the rat.in,;s ve:o ;.lacninc scored. Beto:e any analyses could be

accomplished, the rat ins were st,:ndardi::ed treca Lne ori inai point scale to

a 10 point scale with a mead of 3.50 and a standard deviation of 2.00. A data

manipulation Standard Scor; o.::puter prograw was: n,ed welch provided for each

music educator one card pc: per te,icher j total of 5 ralini; evaluation

punchcards.

Table 32 shows Chi.: euctiy ut the the orion.L1 tour point

scale and the need for Lhc ;.- . (. a i I d+it)Ve

3.10 indicatin;; a tends :Icy Lot- per::.(:E to rate (11,.' CJOC:liOrS LI I t ht.

successful end of the --ale.
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TABLE 32.--MUS1C EDUCATOR. RAT1i6 DATA
Rating Category N Mean SD Variance Skewness Kurtosis

Pupil 255 3.15 .31 .10 -.79 ...61

Principal 280 3.33 .49 .2 -.71 .05

Supervisor 226 3.22 .58 .34 -.69 .09

Peer 2h4 3.48 .33 .11 -.01 1.31

Self 270 3.31 .34 .11 -.59 -.40

While 40 subjects were dropped from the study ior incomplete music

achievement data, these subjects' ratinr, data eould he used to predict missing

ratings for those subjects with complete music achievement LeSt data and 3 or

more ratings. Rather than use some sort ot man rating score to substitute for

missing data, multiple regression equations were formulated which predicted

1 or 2 missing ratings for subjects with ratin6 data.

Missing Rating Data Predictions

Ten multiple regression equations were formulated to predict missing

ratings in the following cate;wries;

:iwahe of Sul iecLs Predicted

Pupil 3

Buildin Principal 8

Music Supervisor ,0,)

Peer Teacher 2

Pupil and Supervisor 1

Pupil and Peer
Pupil and self 1
P:iocipal and Supervisor 2

Supervisor and Peer 1

Peer and Self

A total of 183 subjects u.td complete Jut*: of whom 143 were used

in the final analyses. The predicted catio n;:; Icw 61) subjects brought the total

number of subjects for the educator sample to 2U9 participants. Table 33

shows the correlation matrix: for chic ratiu;;
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Pupil
Principal
Supervisor
Peer
Self
p<.01**

Pupil
Principal
Supervisor
Peer
Self
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TABLE 33.--CORRELATION MATRIX FOR MUSIC EDUCATOR RATINGS

Pupil Buildinr,, Principal Music Supervisor Peer Teacher Self

1.00
.35** 1.00

.39** .59** 1.00

.40** .54** 1.00

.19** .21** .09 .14* 1.00

p<,05*

Mean Score
5.47
5.51

5.41
5.(p0

5.53

Standard Deviation
1.97

2.04
2.01

1.95

1.69

All the intercorrelations with the exception of the salt- supervisor

correlation were significant beyond the .05 level. The moan scores and standard

deviations, when rounded, demonstrate that the standard scores were achieved as

desired: mean of 5.5 and a standard deviation of 2.00.

Tables 34 through 43 show the regressioa coefficients for predicting;

the missing rating data. It is important to note that all of the F ratios for

the 10 prediction equations were significant beyond tilt. .0:i level. The multiple

regression coefficients w.2re rer.pectable ranging fro..1 to ,67 when rounded.

These tables show that the building principal, music sup ervisor and peer teacher

ratings contributed the most to the regression equatioas predictions as indicated

by the Beta and b weights. Both are reported for toe sake of clarity along with

the standard errors, t-tests, degrees of freedom, and .-ignilicance levels for two

tailed tests. ,

The relationship; 11.1ong the rating:, i!; di::cussd in the next section of

this chapter. The differences suggest three po!;sible domains which were high-

lighted directly in Liu' factor analysis which weighted thte ratings for the it

criterion.
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TABLE 34.--MULTIPLE REGRESSION PUPIL RATING PREDICTIONS

2 7

8 Coefficients h Coefficients SE of 0 SE of b t-Lest

Intercept .55 3.43**

Principal .06 .06 .09 .84 .71

Supervisor .21 .21 .08 .08 2.66**

Peer .24 .24 .08 .08 2.98**

Self .13 .13 .0-, .0/ 1. 86*

Intercept .02 F - 13.40** DF = 4/178

R = .48 R' = .23 SE of Estimaie = 1.15

p<.01**, p<.05*

TABLE 35. --MULTIPLE REGRESSION PRINCIPAL RATING PREDICTIONS
p Coefficients b Coefficients SE of t SE of b t-test

Intercept .49 1.11*

Pupil .05 .05 .0,, .0/ .71

Supervisor .41 .40 .0/ .07 6.16**

Peer ..30 .31 .0-i .0/ 4.47**

Self .12 .13 .0, .00 2.15**

Intercept .55 F = 35.40** DF = 4/178

I, = .0 R
2 = .44 SE of listilauce = .1.54

p.01**, p<.05**

TABLE 36.--MULTIPLE REGRESSION MUSIC SUPERVISOR RATING PREDICTIONS

fi Coefficients b Coefficients SE of SE of b t-LeSt.

Intercept .51 2.50**

Pupil .17 .18 .00 .U7 2.66**

Principal .43 .43 .0i .07 6.16**

Peer .21 .22 .0 .07 2.93 **

Self -.07 -.07 .00 .06 -1.11

Intercept 1.27 F :-, .32** DF = 4/178

R = .n5 R = .42 SE oi 1:iiimak.0 .--,. 1.h0

p<.01**, p<.05*

TABLE 37.--MULTIPLE REGRESSION PEER TEACHER RATING PREDICTIONS

is Coefficients b Coeflieieni,: SE ci p SE of b l-test

Intercept .49 3.16**

Pupil .19 .19 .0i .U/ 2.98**

Principal .3:1 .s2 .U6 .0/ 4.47**

Supervisor .2? .21 .0,; .07 2.')3**

Self .01 .01 .0., ,n, -21-

Intercept 1.)D 1 2!..33** De , !./178

R .1.1 R- L.: .3/ SE 61. L!ail.latt- - 1.)0
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Music Student Teacher Ratings

Table 44 shows toe Mean Scores lOr Like LAI:.ie student teacher ratings

for the 4 point scale before this scale wes tandardized to a 10 point scale

with a mean of 5.50 and a standard deviation of 2.00. As was the case with the

music educator sample, the music student teacher ratings were homogeneous with

the lowest mean rating of 3.00 when rounded.

TABLE 44.--MUSIC STUDENT TEACHE RATING MEAN scoaEs

RATING N MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION VARIANCE SKEWNESS KURTOSIS

Pupil /1 3.04 .2d .0n -.24 -.38

Coop. Teacher 6 3.11 .52 .27 -.78 -.05

Superv. Teacher 76 3.07 .60 .3h -.j7 -.2/

Peer 86 2.95 .37 .14 -.43 .73

Self 75 3.28 .30 .0h .05 -.43

The ratings for the music student teacher cross validation sample were

less significantly interrelated as shown by Table 45. The significance of the

correlations among the 5 ratings relates to how well missing data may be pre-

dicted using multiple regression techniques. In most cases, the more signifi-

cant the relationships more accurate predictions will result. The cooperating

teacher-pupil correlation was significant beyond the .05 level; supervisor -

cooperating teacher, peer -; upervisin teaching, and :e11.-peer rating beyond the

.01 level. The other correlations Were not statistit-ally significant for a r.:o

tailed test.

The scores were standardised as desired witi, a slight. exception for the

cooperating teaching raciL1 ',Ivan which was .00. Utkerwisu, the ratings sat is-

fied the requirements of .1 mean of J.5 and ::Lind;ird deviation at 2.00. This

procedure standardized the ratings of the rIu!;ic !.tudent L,. .ue !.ample in the

Lmilar manner in which the rat ins for the music educator :ample were standard-

ized thus facilitatin?; 01 Inc Eitoilc L tcchol Sariple for cross

validation purposes.



4.

251

TABLE 45. - -MUSIC STUDENT TEACHER RATING CORRELATION MATRIX

N=35 Pupil Cooperating Teacher Supervisor Peer Self

Pupil 1.00

Coop. Teacher .33* 1.00

Supervisor .29 .53** 1.00

Peer -.00 .22 .51** 1.00

Self .11 .1h .1'i .49** 1.00

p<.01**, p<.05*

Music Student Teacher Rating Means and Standard Deviations
Mean Standard Deviations

Pupil 5.10 1.95

Cooperating Teacher 0.00 J.10

Supervising Teacher 5.89 1.90

Peer 5.80 1.60

Self 5.27 1.94'

Table 46 shows that 12 multiple regression equations were formulated for

predicting missing rating data for 36 music :itudnt teachers from the originally

complete rating data sample of 35 subjects. 01 interest is that 2 more equations

were required for this sample than for the mu: ic educator sample. Forty-five

percent of the missing rati-11;;s were due to the cooperatine, teacher: 10 coopera-

ting teachers failed to rate their student tea.:ner,, tai!;sing ratin..,,s were due

to no pupil and cooperatini; teacher ratini;s, and raxinz;s were due to

no cooperating teacher, supervisin:; teacher, and !;elt ratin6s. At least two remin-

ders were mailed to tne cooperatin!; and supeivisia,, LeJcLerl; and included addi-

tional rating blanks. Skill, th(.. fact that :..ores raLini,s were p.edicted titan

received raises a serious rattn,; or criterion vatIdii glicFti00. The fact that

these missing ratinl;s Were not gathered reduced nice ut the music

student teacher (1,.3s:; validation sample. The VAW.Lc ,Ituilk:nt. teachers' rat:inn

data were questionable as tar as validity cohcerood.

Because many of the inter, )rrelatiut . ia-intlicani statistically,

the multiple regression equations whi,:h predictei missing ratings must be

viewed cautiously. Where ::.u:;t of the t d-ta occurred, the F ratios

were significant: Table tor predictih:, tue cooprain, teacher ratin beyond

the 4.05 level, Table 'c 'or piedicit Inc r.tt. tW,s beyond



TABLE 4h.--MUSIC STUDENT TEACHER PREDICTIONS FOR MISSING DATA
Predicted Rating 12 REGRESSION EQUATIONS Number
Pupil 4

Cooperating Teacher 10

Supervising Teacher 8

Peer 2

Pupil and Cooperating Teacher 5

Pupil and Supervising Teacher 1

Pupil and Self 1

Cooperating Teacher and Supervising Teacher 1

Cooperating Teacher and Self 1

Supervising Teacher and Peer 1

Supervising Teacher and Self 2

Peer and Self- 2

Total 38

252

the .01 level, and Table 51 for predicting the pupil and cooperating teacher

beyond the .01 level for the cooperating teacher ratings but insignificant for

the pupil ratings. Of those tables showing the predictions for 2 missing ratings,

only Table 55 (cooperating teacher and self ratings), Table 56 (student teacher

supervisor and peer ratings), and Table 57 (supervisor and self ratings) had

significant F ratios beyond the .05 level for both predicted missing ratings.

The criterion data for the music student teacher sample were not as

valid as originally desired. The finding is that the music student teacher

criterion data were substantially biased and open to serious error variance.

Tables47 through 53 show the student teacher multiple regression equa-

tions' predictions for missing rating data. These tables further highlight the

fact that the equations while satisfying the statistical designs4and require-

ments of the study were not perforce as valid or reliable as the predictions

for the music educator sample.
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TABLE 47.--MULTIPLE REGRESSION PUPIL STUDENT TEACHER PREDICTIONS
0 Coefficients b Coefficients SE of 0 SE of b t-test

P911 Pupil Pupil Pupil Pupil
Intercept 1.54 2.37*
Coop. Tchr. .21 *.23 .20 .23 1.03'

Supervisor .29 .29 .23 .23 1.29

Peer - -.28 -.34 .22 .27 -1.26
Self .17 .17 .19 .19 .88

Pupil
c
DF =4/30

Intercept 3.r5
F Ratio 1.56

R .41

R
2

.17

SE of Est. 1.89 p<.01**, p<.05*

TABLE 48.--MULTIPLE REGRESSION COOPERATING TEACHER PREDICTIONS
0 Coefficients b Coefficients SE pf p SE of b t-test
Coop. Tchr. Coop. Tchr. Coop. Tchr. Coop. Tchr. Coop. Tchr.

Intercept 1.24 2.12*
Pupil .17 .15 .16 .14 1.03
Supervisor .52 .45 .19 .16 2.78**
Peer -.11 -.11 .20 .22 - .52
Self .12 .10 .18 .15 .66

Coop. Tchr.
Intercept 2.61
P Ratio 3.68*

.57

R2 .33

SE of Est. 1.49 p<.01**, p<.05*

DF =4/30
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TABLE 49.--MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUPERVISING TEACHER PREDICTIONS
p Coefficients

Supervisor
b Coefficients

Supervisor
SE of p

Supervisor
SE oi b

Supervisor
t-tests

Supervisor
Intercept

. 1.32 - .41
Pupil .18 .18 .14 .14 1.29
Coop. Teacher .39 .45 .14 .16 2.78**
Peer .51 .63 .15 .19 3.39**
Self -.18 -.18 .15 .15 -1.20

Supervisor DF=4/30
Intercept - .54
F I!atio- 7.36**
R .70

R2 .50

SE of Est. 1.48 p<.01**, p<.05*

TABLE 50.--MULTIPLE REGRESSION PEER STUDENT TEACHER PREDICTIONS
p Coefficients

Peer
b Coefficients

Peer
SE of p

Peer
SE of b
Peer

t-tests
Peer

Intercept 1.00 2.63*
Pupil -.18 -.15 .14 .12 -1.26
Coop. Teacher -.08 -.78 .16 .15 - .52
Supervisor .54 .44 .16 .13 3.39**
Self .44 .36 .14 .11 3.22**

Peer DF=4/30
Intercept 2.62

F Ratio 6.65**
.69

R2
.47

SE of Est. 1.94 P<.01**, p<.05*
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Music Educator Rating Analysis

Before the R criterion could be generated, it was necessary to investi-

gate possible differences in rating evaluations that could be attributed to

music teacher type (instrumental or choral) and grade level (elementary, middle,

and high school). Analysis of variance was used to test the null hypothesis

that there would be no significant differences in rating evaluations among these

teacher type grade level groups. Teachers were stratified into 6 groups

according to teacher type and grade level: (1) elementary instrumental,

(2) elementary choral, (3) middle school instrumental, (4) middle school choral,

(5) high school instrumental, and (6) high school choral. A 6 by 5 analysis of

variance was conducted.

The following table shows that there were no significant differences

beyond the .05 level among the 6 groups of music educators for the 5 ratings of

music teaching success under investigation: pupil, building principal, music

supervisor, peer teacher, and self. The generation Of the factoria.11y derived

R criterion could proceed. There were no advantages in rating evaluations

attributed to teachers in any of the 6 categories. Furthermore, pupil ratings

did not differ for the 3 levels of public schools and the teacher type groups.

The null hypothesis that there were no significant differences among the 6

teaching groups failed to be rejected because no differences were found beyond

the .05 level for a two tailed test.
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Generating the R Criterion

The weights from the first principal component of a factor analysis were

used to generate factor scores which, in turn, generated a composite rating R

criterion score per subject. The complete rating data after predicting missing

ratings were submitted to factor analysis without rotation. From the first

principal component, a factor scores program was used (second order factor

analysis) which weighted each of the 5 ratings and generated a single R criterion

score. Because the miPsin!; data rating predictions were included so that all

participants had complete.rating data, the resulting means, standard deviations,

and correlations as shown below were slightly different from those'used to

generate the missing data scores.

TABLE 60.--MUSIC EDUCATOR RATING CORRELATION MATRIX
N=213 Pupil Principal Supervisor Peer Teacher Self

Pupil 1.00

Principal .27** , 1.00

Supervisor .34** .63** 1.00

Peer .34** .55** .57** 1.00

Self ..26** .19** .14 .20 1.00

Mean Standard Deviation
Pupil 5.24 2.26

Principal 5.64 1.94

Supervisor 5.56 1.85

Peer 5.j.1 1.90

Self 5.:f0 1.88 p<.01**; p<.05*

The correlations, while varying somewhat from the complete matrix as

presented before, were all within the same degree and .direction. The same was

true for the means and standard deviations which maintained the desired mean of

5.50 and the standard deviation of 2.00. Pupil ratitv, mean score was the lowest

while the standard deviation was the highest.

The "Principal Components-Principal Axis Factor Analysis Program" was

used to generate a ratio:; factor score for each participating subject, the R

criteriva. i;ecaip.c ti,cru wL!re 3 varialiles or ratings (.0 he factor analyzed,

5 l'actors ',:vre requested of waich the t irst factor fro;.i the factor analysis was
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used to generate the factor scores. The following table presents the factor

analysis data for the music educator sample.

TABLE 61.--FACTOR ANALYSIS OF 5 RATINGS
Factor Eivenvalues Percent Variance Cumulative Percent

_

1 2.48 49.61 49.61
2 .99 19.82 69.42

.-

3 .71 14.23 83.65
4 .46 9.24 92.89
5 .36 7.11 100.00
Trace = 5.00
The sume of the first 5 roots = 5.00

COLUMN OF EIGENVECTORS
Variable
Pupil

Principal
Supervisor
Peer
Self

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
.38 .42 -.81

.51 -.26 .27

.52 -.28 .03

.51 -.15 .14

.25 .81 .52

FACTOR MATRIX

Factor 4
. 12

.41

. 32

-.84
.02

Factor 5
.13

.65

.05

-.10

Variable
Pupil
Principal
Supervisor
Peer
Self

Factor
.59

.81

.83

.80

.39

1 Factor 2 Factor Factor 4 Factor
.41

-.2b
-.28
-.15
.81

-.68
.22

.03

.14

.44

.08

.28

.22

-.57
.02

.08

.39

-.44

.03

.06

Table 61 helps clarify the rating relationships. Because the primary

purpose of the factor analysis was to generate factor scores for the R criterion,

it was unnecessary to use a varimax rotation to assist in locating possible

subdomains within the rating criteria although this technique would have been

helpful if the emphasis of the study had been an investigation of the criterion

domain. The unrotated factor matrix substantiated some probable dimensions of

the ratin;;s within the 5 rating; categories.

Factor 1 was ,obably an adult rating factor .as indicated by the closeness

of the weights given to the supervisor, principal and peer rating variables. The

music supervisor was wei:thted slightly higher than the building principal and

peer rat:in:%!;; ytA, the:,e 3 ratings were very close and clustered together.
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Factor 2 appeared to be a self rating factor while Factor 3 was probably

the pupil., rating dimension or domain. Factors 4 and 5 were less distinct but

appeared to be peer and supervisor dimensions respectively.

While one might originally find that the ratings were rather equally

balanced as shown by their highly significant intercorrelations, the finding

from the tact or analysis was that within these 5 rating categories, three sub-

domains appeared to exist and were weighted appropriately for the R criterion.

The order of weighting wns: music supervisor, building principal, and peer

teacher (the adult rating factor), the pupil rating factor which received con -

&

:.iderably less 1,eight., and the self rating factor or domain which received the

least amount of weighil in deriving the R criterion.

That the music supervisor, building principal, and peer teacher ratings

would be !;c) closely weighted was an unexpected finding. Intuitively, one would

fe-,!1 that the music svp--viLtor would be able to best judge the effectiveness of

a music educator and tha a building principal and peer teacher might have more

difficulty evaluating a music teacher because of varying frames of ieference

from which to judge. Furthermore, the peer teacher may have never seen the music

Le.:h music while it wa" presumed that the music supervisor and building

prin:ipal had observed the music educator in the classroom This finding sugges-

ted tile possibility that peer teacher ratings may be as valid and useful as

mwri supervisor and building principal ratings. Furthermore, it appeared that

supervisors and building principals rated the music educators honestly.

,;nt expect th.At these ad7.1inistrators had a stake in the music educator's

!;::RC:. 11((2 L. y probably had something to do with the music educator being

hirod in iirst plac,.!. Nevertheless, this factor did not appear to show in

tne could also sugest that these three ratings were invalid and

.c e.'. on a third lactor !;ticit as personality, dependability, or some other kind

o: attitudinal variable. Comments fr, administrator::, tended to support this
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Another interesting sidelight to the findings was that the peer teacher

evaluations and the self ratings were quite dissimilar. This suggested that the

music educators were honest in obtaining the cooperation of their colleagues in

rating them and that the music educators did not complete the peer evaluations

themselves which was a possibility in the study.

From the above data analysis, it was apparent th3A3the pupils were

rating the music teachers from a different frame of reference. This could be

considered to be a,pupil process type of attitudinal evaluative variable

criterion. In any case, the factor analysis suggested the possibility that

pupil rating was a separate domain of evaluation and, perhaps, should be treated

as such.

The self rating domain indicated a considerably different weighting

factor when compared to the other ratings. This was the music educator's per

ceived view of his own success. It appeared from the evidence that the music

educator did not see himself in the same evaluative light as did his pupils or

his fellow adult colleagues.

The finding fedm the above data was that them were 3 probable dimensions

operating within the rating criteria. These were weighted appropriately according

to thy first principal cor.poncrit through the use oL a least squares factor

scores procedure, a type of secondary factor analysis. had the 5 ratings been

assumed to be of equal value and merit, a Completely different rank order of R

would have occurred. The investigator decided to weii.,ht the ratings by using

the best technique available which was the factor analytic technique. Once the

R score t_.(teratled for each subject, the ::amplL was rank ordered from high

to low ;..cconiilu; LO the criterion score.

Mw:ic Stud( :t TeAcher.;

Ti w upproib V:i.1 file 1111_1:; it,t1t teacher cros!; valida-

tion Bc16w corelatiou tatri;.: tor the :,:1:11)10. These figures
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include the missing data predicted scores and are somewhat inflated from those

reported previously.

TABLE 62.--MUSIC STUDENT TEACHER CORRELATION MATRIX
N=76 Pupil Cooperating Teacher . Supervisor Peer Self
Pupil. 1.00
Coop. Teather ..34** -, 1.00
Supervising T. .29**. .61** 1.00
Peer -.04 .30** .59** 1.00
Self -.02 .09 -.00 .16 1.00
p<.01**, p<.05*

Mean Standard Deviation
Pupil 4..65 2.76
Cooperating Teacher 5.59 1.89
Supervising Teacher 5.51 2.18
Peer 5.73G 2.07
Self 5.40 1.96

By including the missing data rating prediction scores, one more signifi-

cant correlation .eras found - peer to cooperating teacher. With the exception of

the 'self-pupil rating correlation, the correlations were all in the same direc-

tion. The differences of Table 62 from Table 45 were that both cooperating

teacher and supervising teacher ratings were significantly related to pupil

ratings beyond the .01 level and that the self-peer rating correlation was not

significant when it originally was significant. It is interesting.to note that

the supervisor and cooperating teacher ratings were significantly related beyond

the .01 level for a two tailed Lest. The same was true for the peer-college

supervisor correlation.\,

The means and standard deviations remained relatively stable with the excep-

tion of the pupil rating which changed f.om a mean of 5.70 and a standard devia-

tion of 1.95 to a mean of 4.65 and a standard deviation of 2.76. Otherwise,

the design requirements of the study wen_ maintained and somewhat close to the

desired means of 5.50 and standard deviations of 2.00.

Tnhle 63 shows the music: student teacher factor analysis data. While the

figures wt.:rk. somewhat different than .e music educator sample, they were all in
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TABLE 63:--MUSIC STUDENT TEACHER FACTOR ANALYSIS DATA

Cumulative Percent
2.14 42.85
1.14 . 65.67
.04 84.38
.52 94.87
.26 100.00

Elyenvalues Percent Variance
42.85
22.82
18.71
10.49
5.13

COLUMNS OF EICENVECTORS
Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
Pupil -.30 .64 .44 .53 .15
.Cooperating Teacher -.55 .17 .12 - .72 .37
Supervisor -.61 -.00 -.22 .04 -.76
Peer -.47 -.49 -.32 .44 .49
Self -.10 -.57 .60 .01 -.15

FACTOR MATRIX
Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor,,4 Factor 5
Pupil -.45 .68 .42 .39 .08
Cooperating Teacher -.80 .18 .12 -.52 .19
Supervisor -.90 -.00 -.21 .03 -.38
Peer -.68 -.52 -.31 .32 .25
Self -.15 -.61 .77 .01 -.18

The weighting of the 5 ratings while similar to the music educator sample

was somewhat different in degree. The above data support the finding that there

were 4 possible subdomains within the 5 ratings. The first domain suggested an

adult rating dimension as reflected by the closeness in weightings for the

supervising and cooperating tea:her ratings. Like the music educator sample, the

college music supervisor rating received the most weight followed closely by the

cooperating teacher. This suggested that both college supervisors ;.and coopera-

ting teachers rate music student teachers from the same frame of reference.

The peer student Leacher differed from the music educator peer rating

in that much less weight was given this rating. The peer student teachers did

not rate from the same frames of reference as the supervising and cooperating

teachers. Therefore, these data support the findin.: of a separate peer or

student colleatie domain even though this did not appear as a separate factor

per se in tits' factor matrix. Better ,-fined were (1) the cooperating-supervising
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teacher dimension which appeared to be Factor 1, (2) the pupil dimension which

'appeared in Factor 2, (3) the self rating dimension which was less well defined

in Factor 3, (4) a cooperating reacher dimension which was found in Factor 4,

and (5) a supervising teacher dimension was located in Factor 5.

The weightings for the music student teacher cross validation sample

were as follows: supervising teacher and cooperating teacher ratings followed

by the peer student teacher rating with the pupil ratings fourth and the self

ratings last. The order was the same as for the music educator sample with

the peer rating factor becoming a separate domain and receiving considerably

less weight in the music student teacher sample. The above factor analytic

procedures generated factor scores for each participating music student teacher

which were his is criterion score. The sample was rank ordered from high to low

in R.

Summary

17,ctor analytic techniques were used to weight the ratings of music

teaching and music student teaching success. Both samples were rank ordered

according to the faczor rating score which became the R criterion score. Whi1-

the music educator sample data ,showed 3 rating evaluation domains (adult, pupil,

and self), the music student teacher sample had 4 possible but less well defined

domains (adult, peer student teacher, pupil and self). There was also the possi-

bility of a peer-elf domain.

The above procedures generated 4 criterion variables as constructs of

music teaching success for the music educator sample: G (gain), R (rating),

G+R (s;ain plus ratin:;), and G-R (gain ainus rating), a discrepancy score. The

music educator sample was rank ordered within the G and g categories. G+R added

the R ranked score to the G ranked score for a eowposite criterion score while

G-R Fui,tracted the R rankt:d s(:ore frua the G ranked score for a discrepancy

criterion ,cute.
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RELATIONSHIPS AMONG ACCOUNTABILITY CRITERIA

The first subproblem of the study referred to the relationships among

teacher accountability criteria used to define music teaching success:

a. class mean residual gain scores of pupils
h. teacher ratings by pupils
c. teacher ratings by principals
d. teacher ratings by supervisors
e. teacher ratings by peers.
f. teacher self ratings

The previous discussion has highlighted relationships within the gain score data

as far as pretesting time differences were'concerned and the interrelationships

among the rating data. This section presents the findings for the relationships

among the gain and rating criterion data.

Spearmen's Rho

The first analysis was undertaken in order to investigate the relation-

ship between the class mean residual gain score rank G and the factor analy-

tically derived rating score rank R. Spearmen's rho, a rank correlation coeffi-

cient which is a variant of the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient,

was used to initially investigate the null hypothesis that there were no signifi-

cant relationships between G and R beyond the .05 level of significance. While

the regular Pearson formula was used in later analyses, the investigator felt

that it was important to first check the relationship for the rank ordered data

within music educator teacher type subgroups. Dubois emphasize a caution,

.however, or using rho:

It is to he noted that the distribution of ranks, like the distri-
bution of percentiles, is rectilinear. Accordingly, if a continuous
variable is ranked prior to finding the correlation, some information
is lost. In general, p will be a little smaller than r for the same
data, but the difference is trifling. Since a major function of p is

to obtain an estimate of the correlation from a small sample of cases,
the difference between p and r is inconsequential (Dubois 19'.



follows:

The formula for rho which was used for each of the 4 subsamples

p = 1-

N(N
2
-1)
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In the above formula, N is the number of ranked cases and LD2 is the sum of the

squares of the differences in ranks. The following are the findingS for the

correlations between G and R as estimated by rho for the following teacher type

groups, none of which were significant beyond the .05 level. for a two tailed

test:

Group Number Rho
Female Choral 103 .02

Female Instrumental 12 .05

Male Choral 26 .30

Male Instrumental 68 .19

From the Spearman rho analyses, the null hypotheses failed to be

rejected: there were no significant relationships between G and R for the 4

teacher type groups. In other words, there were significant differences between

the music educators' G and R ranked scores. This finding substantiated the fact

that there were at least two possibly different domains of music teaching success

being measured in the study: an objective domain as measured by pupil growth

and a subjective domain as measured by the ratings of music teaching success.

This finding is similar to findings reported in Chapter II by many research

studies conducted by A. S. Barr and his associates. This finding led the inves-

tigator to additional correlational analyses in order to determine whether or

not th{.! way in which the 5 ratings were weighted in order to derive the factor R

score criterion could have produced a biased R criterion score.

Correlational Analyses

As shown previously in this chapter, the 5 ratings of music teaching

succes!: for the music educator sample ..ere all significantly intercorrelated

beyond the .05 level. It was necessary to investigate the intercorrelations
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among the gain score and the 5 rating criteria. The music educator sample was

rank ordered according to G within the three statistically significant pretesting

time groups and assigned a single ranked score according to the percentage of

.subjects with.in each pretesting group. This prohibited the use of the class mean

residual gain sco:1 as such within a correlational analysis because this gain

score was biased due to pretesting time differences. Therefore, the music edu-

cator ranked gain score sample was standardized within each subsample teacher

type. The subjects were assigned a number from 6 to 1 which represented the

normal curve of three standard deviations above and below the mean ranked score:

the top 3 percent of the sample received a score of 6 while the bottom 3 percent

of the sample received a score of 1.. With this technique, the class mean resid-

ual gain score rank was standardized over the normal bell shaped curve. The

5 rating cards per teacher for each rating category had already been standar-

dized to a scale ranging from 10 to 1 with a standard deviation of 2 00 and a

mean of 5.50. These rating scores were used in the correlation analyses. The

purpose of standardizing the within groups scores was to reduce variance.

Table 64 shuws the intercorrelation matrix which investigated the null

hypotheses that there were no significant correlations among the gain and rating

criteria and sex beyond the .05 level for a two tailed test.

TABLE 64.-GAIN, RATING, AND SEX CORRELATION MATRIX
N=208 Sex Gain Pupil Principal Supervisor Peer Self
Sex 1.O()

Gain - .00 1.00

Pupil .06 .10 1.00
Principal - .13 .03 .34** 1.00
Supervisor - .01 .05 .43** .64** 1.00
Peer .02 .09 .45** .56** .57 1.00
"elf - .03 .05 .30** .19 .13 .19* 1.00
p.01**, p.05*



There were no significant correlations between sex and each of the 5

ratings nor between gain and each of the 5 ratings. The null hypotheses. failed

to be-rejected. The preceding table once again demonstrates the finding that

there were significant intercorrelations among the 5 ratings with the exception

of the self-supervisor correlation, and the null hypotheses beyond the .05

level were rejected. The finding was that while miniscule but positive rela-

tionships existed between gain and the 5 rating categories, these were insignif-

icant further substantiating the finding of two possible domains of music

teaching success: objective (G) and subjective (R).

Because G and R appeared to be two different domains as indicated by

the findings, the 4 criterion variables were used in the final analyses:

G, R, G+R, and G-R. In this manner, the relationships between personality and

motivational variables and the criterion variables were investigated without

empirically deciding which criterion variable was better. Had significant

correlations been found between G and R, the final analyses would have concen-

trated on investigating the relationships to the composite criterion of G+R thus

greatly simplifying the study. Since this was not the case, the criterion

variables were separated; and because of possible error, G+R was investigated,

COO.

Table 65 shows the correlation matrix for the teacher type groups

znd male and female groups for the total derivation sample which was used to

develop the regression equations. The music educator cross validation sample

(N=41) which represented 20 percent of the sample who were randomly selected

from the teacher type groups was not included in the following analysis.



TABLE 65.--CRITERION DATA INTERCORRELATION MATRIX
N=168 Derivation Rating (R) Gain (Q) Gain-Rating (G-R) Gain+Rating (G+R).
Rating (R) 1.00
Gain (C) .13 1.00
Gain-Rating (G-R) -.67** .65** 1.00
Gain+Rating (G+R) .76** .75** -.03 1.00

Male Instrumental N=55
Rating (R) 1.00
Gain (G) .23 1.00
Gain-Rating (G-R) -.66** .59** 1.00
Gain+Rating (GR) . 80 ** . 7 7** -.07 1.00

Male Choral N=21
Rating (k) 1.00
Gain (G) .42* 1.00
Gain-Rating (G-R) -.56** .52** 1.00
Gain+Rating (G+R) .85** .84** -.03 1.00

Total Male N=76
Rating (R) 1.00
Gain (G) .28* 1.00

Gain-Rating (G-R) -.63** .57** 1.00
Gain+Rating (G+R) .81** .79** -.06 1.00

Female Choral N=82
Rating (R) 1.00
Gain (G) .00 1.00
Gain-Rating (G-R) -.71** .71** 1.00
Gain+Rating (G+R) .71** .71** .00 1.00

Female Instrumental N=i0
Rating (R) 1.00
Gain (G) .15 1.00

Gain-Rating (G-R) -.67* .64* 1.00
Gain+Rating (Gt-R) .77** .75** -.03 1.00

Total Female N=92
Rating (R) 1.00
Gain (G) .o 1.00

Gain-Rating (G-R) -.70** .70** 1.00
Gain+Rating (Gf.R) .71** .71** -.00 1.00
p<.01**, p< . 0 5*
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The above correlation matrices show a significant difference between

the male and female groups as far as the relationship between rating and gain

was concerned. The male instrumental group's R to G correlation was signifiCant

beyond the .10' level which, for the purposes of the study which accepted the .05

level as minimal,, was insignificant. However, the male choral group's correla-

tion between R and G was significant beyond the .05 level. The total male

derivation sample produced a R to G correlation significant beyond the .02

level for a two tailed test. This finding indicates that for male music educe-
.,

tors, there was a relationship between their residual gain score rank and their

factorially derived rating score rank. This contradicts the finding of the

Spearman's rho analysis which found no significant relationships between the

two sets of ranked data. As Dubois mentioned, rho may underestimate the rela-

tionship which appeared to be substantiated in the above findings. However,

rho was computed by hand while tle above correlations treated the ranked data

as continuous within the regular Pearson computer formula. Therefore, the latter

finding would indicate less possibility for error, and could be due to the fact

that males were rated more objectively than females in the study.

The female samples, on the other hand, showed that there were no signifi-

cant relationships between G and R. These correlations were barely positive in

direction indicating that relationships existed but that these were minimal and

insignificant. When the male and female groups were combined for the total

derivation sample, the female groups which included more subjects contributed

in such a Way to the C and R correlation that no significant relationship

existed.

The G-R to R correlations were all significantly negative beyond the

.05 1;:ve1 further findim: that two different domains of music teacher accounta-

bility existed. All the G-R to G correlations were significant beyond the .05

level ...Mich indicated that a gain sco. construct of viusic teaching success re-
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mained stable even though the G criterion score was reduced by subtracting the

R ranked score from it.

The .G +R to R and the G+R to G correlations were very close in actual

numerical figures and were significant for all subsamples beyond the .01 level.

Taking the other,correlations into account, the finding was that the R criterion

aided the correlation to R and lowered the correlation somewhat to G.

The G+R to G-R correlations for the subsamples and total derivation

sample were all right around zero as would be expected with zero order correla-

tions. This finding substantiates the claim that for this sample of music

educators, C and R were not significantly related.

Summary,

T, conclude this section, the four constructed criterion variables of

music teaching success identified different domains as indicat-J by the insignif-

icant correlations for the total derivation sample. Differences in the criterion

domain relationships existed between male and female groups of mu.;ic educators,

but these differences were not substantia1 enough to affect the total combined

derivation sample.

The objective measure of music teaching success as identified by the

class mean residual gain score technique which derived the G criterion was not

related significantly to the subjective measures of music teaching success as

identified by zlie 5 ratings of music teaching success and the factor analyti-

cally derived K criterion. Two .iifferent domains were evaluated and were

treated as such in the following analyses.
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THE RELATIONSHI AND INTERRELATIONSHIPS AMONG PERSONALITY,

MOTIVATIONALt_AND CRITERION VARIABLES

The second subproblem asked the question: what are the relationships

and interrelationships of the personality variables measured by the Sixteen

Personality Factor Questionnaire and the motivational variables measured by the

Motivation Analysis Test to music teaching success? The investigator corteen-

trated his efforts in answering this question using multiple regression

techniques.

The first analysis artificially stratified the total music educator

sample into 9 success groups: .(1) rating -high gain, (2) high rating-

medium gain, (3) high rating-low gain, and so forth to (9) low rating-low gain.

Investigated were the relationships among these success groups, sex, and the

36 personality-motivational variables. A significant sex and personality-

motivational main effect was found beyond the .000; level. The MANOVA analysis

found that significant sex-personality interactions existed and that personality-

teacher type group interactions might occur. This finding precipitated the

need to search further in order to identify these interactions as far as their

import to the study vias concerned.

The next analyses generated the correlations between the personality

and motivational variables and success criteria for each teacher type-sex group.

Knowing that there Were interactions between sex and the personalty and motiva-

tional variables, these correlational analyses aided in locating these inter-

actions variable by variable, since these showed up as differences between

subsamples in the experimental-criterion relationships. Tables 66 and 67 show

these correlation matrices.
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TABLE 47.--CORRELATION MATRICES - MOTIVATION ANALYSIS TEST VARIABLES t

U-CA
ALL MALE N = 76

U-PG U-AS U-SWU-HO U-FR U-NA U-SE U-SS U-MA

R

G
G-R
G+R

-.07

-.07
.00

-.09

-.10 .07 .07 -.03 -.01 .10

.13 -.19 -.02 .01 -.13 .05

.19 -.21 -.07 .04 -.10 -.04

.01 -.07 /04 -.01 -.09 .10

-.06

-.10
-.03
-.10

-.22

-.08
.12

-.20

.11

-.04
-.13
.05

I-CA I-HO I-FR I-NA I-SE I-SS I-MA I-PG I-AS I-SW

R -.00 .13 .05 -.01 -.00 .09 -.02 -.09 -.02 .09

G .13 .08 -.00 -.15 .08 -.12 .11 .18 -.02 -.10

G-R .11 -.05 -.04 -.15 .07 -.18 .11 .23 -.00 -.16

G+R .08 .13 .03 -.10 . 5 -.02 .06 .05 -.02 -.00

ALL FEMALE N = 92
U-CA U-HO U-FR U-NA U-SE U-SS U-MA U-PG U-AS U-SW

R .11 .05 -.05 .09 -.09 .03 -.02 -.09 -.05 -.00

G -.13 -.17 .16 .00 .06 .32 -.06 .02 -.14 .10

G-R -.17 -.15 .15 -.06 .11 .21 -.02 .07 -.07 .08

G+R -.01 -.08 .08 .06 -.02 .25 -.05 -.05 -.14 .07

I-CA I-HO I-FR I-NA I-SE I-SS I-MA 1-PG I-AS I-SW

R -.16 .00 -.08 .15 -.07 -.02 .01 -.02 -.07 .15

G .13 .00 .08 .02 .01 .10 -.05 -.05 -.09 .03

G-R .20 .00 .12 -.10 .05 .08 -.04 -.03 .02 -.09

G+R -.02 .00 -.00 .12 -.04 .06 -.03 -.05 -.12 .12

MALE INSTRUMENTAL N = 55

U-CA U-HO U-FR U-NA U-SE U-SS U-MA U-PG U-AS U-SW

R -.19 -.21 .22 .14 -.22 -.01 -.01 .12 -.29 .31

G -.05 .09 -.15 .04 -.09 -.13 .07 -.01 -.13 .04

G-R .12 .25 -.30 -.09 .11 -.09 .06 -.11 .14 -.23

G+R -.15 -.08 .05 .11 -.21 -.'09 .05 .08 -.27 .23

I-CA I-HO I -Fit I-NA I-SE I-SS I-MA I-PG I-AS I-SW

R .03 -.02 .05 .03 .01 .05 .02 -.09 -.04 .10

G .13 -.09 -.05 -.27 .05 -.04 .14 .08 -.09 -.10

G-R .08 -.05 -.08 -.23 .03 -.07 .10 .13 -.04 -.16

G+R .10 -.07 .00 -.15 .03 .01 .10 -.01 -.09 .01

MALE CHORAL N = 21

U-CA U-HO U-FR U-NA U-SE U-SS U-MA U-PG U-AS U-SW

R .31 .16 -.30 -.12 .52 -.00 .35 -.48 .02 -.41

G -.17 .20 -.28 -.15 .31 -.14 .02 -.31 .07 -.26

G-R -.45 .03 .03 -.03 -.21 -.13 -.32 .17 .05 .15

G+R .09 .21 -.34 -.16 .49 -.08 .22 -.47 .05 -.40

I-CA I-110 I-FR I-NA I-SE I -SS I-MA I-PG I-AS I-SW

R -.08 .53 .04 -.11 -.04 .17 -.09 -.10 .06 .07

G .12 .48 .14 .16 .22 -.34 .05 .42 .19 -.09

G-R .18 -.06 .09 .25 .24 -.48 .14 .48 .11 -.15

G+R .02 .59 .10 .02 .11 -.10 -.02 .19 .15 -.01

SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS FOR A TWO TAILED TEST
N .05 level .01 level N .05 level .01 level

76 .22 .29 21 .42 .54

92 .21 .27 82 .22 .28

55 .26 .34 10 .58 .71
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TABLE 67.--CONTINUED

U-CA U-HO U-FR
FEMALE CHORAL N = 82

U-MA U-PG U-AS U-SWU-NA U-SE U-SS

R
G
G-R
G+R

.12

-.11
-.17

.01

-.01

-.17
-.11
-.13

-.05

.12

.12

.05

.08

-.02

-.07
.04

-.11
.09

.14

-.02

.07

.30

.16

.27

.03

-.03
-.04
.00

-.01

-.00
.00

-.01

-.12

-.13
-.01

-.18

.01

.08

.05

.06

I-CA I-HO I-FR I-NA I-SE I-SS I-MA I-PG I-AS I-SW

R -.10 -.03 -.10 .14 -.08 -.03 .03 -.02 -.07 .19.

G .08 -.02 .07 .03 .02 .20 -.10 -.15 -.09 .03

G-R .13 .00 .12 -.08 .07 .16 -.09 -.10 -.02 -.1i

G+R -.01 -.03 -.02 .11 .-.04 .12 -.04 -.12 -.11 .15

FEMALE INSTRUMENTAL N = 10

U-CA U-HO U-FR U-NA U-SE U-SS U-MA U-PG U-AS U-SW

R -.03 .56 -.17 .17 .07 -.42 -.37 -.51 .50 -.04

G -.24 -.14 .57 .21 -.21 .50 -.26 .16 -.22 .28

G-R .16 -.54 .56 .03 -.21 .70 .10 .51 -.56 .25

G+R -.18 .28 .25 .25 -.09 .04 -.41 -.23 .19 .16

I-CA I-HO I-FR I-NA I-SE I-SS I-MA I-PG I-AS I-SW

R -.60 .17 .04 .29 -.01 .07 -.22 .01 -.16 -.29

G .55 .17 .17 -.03 -.16 -.71 .23 .79 -.08 -.04

G-R .88 -.00 .10 -.24 -.12 -.59 .35 .58 .07 .19

G+R -.04 .22 .14 .18 -.11 -.41 ..00 .52 -.16 -.22
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The above correlation matrices show some significant relationships

between personality and motivational variables and music teaching success

criteria. The main purpose of these correlations was not to select variables

for the ensuing multiple regression equations. All of the variables were used

although many studies have used significant correlations initially to reduce the

number of variables for regression analyses. By using this approach, one might

exclude certain variables which were not significantly related but yet contribute

to the power of the equation as suppressor variables. Furthermore, simply

because significant correlations exist between experimental variables and criteria

do not mean that these variables will be useful in investigating experimental

and criterion variables' relationships using multiple regression techniques.

The interactions were located among all four criteria as far as the

correlations between the experimental variables and the criteria differed for

the four teacher type sex groups. While there were sometimes more pronounced

differences for an experimental variable between the groups on one of the 4

criteria, the selection of the following cross product, moderating variables,

was made from differences in the correlations for the 4 criteria. Only one type

interaction appeared sufficient enough to warrant inclusion as a variable in the

regression equations that used the 16PF-vattbles. This was Factor 0 (self-

,

assured versus apprehensive). Therefore, type was included as a variable along

with Factor 0 times Type as a moderating variable.

These cross product terms which were included in the regression equations

as woderating variables accounting for the sexy interactions were formulated by

multiplying the experimental variable times sex. While some may consider this

technique merely palliative, it was the only statistical technique available

which allowed the total music educator derivation sample to be used for investi-

gatig relationships to music teaching success.
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Eight interactions were used for constructing the sex moderating

variables. These were 16PF variables E, G, M, and N, and MAT variables HO-U,

SS-U, SS-I, and PG -I. The correlations indicated that the male music educator

tended to be more accommodating and the female more stubborn (Factor E); that.

the male was more conscientious while the female more expedient (Factor G);

that the male was more imaginative while the female more practical (Factor M);

that the male was more shrewd, astute and socially polished and the female more

forthright and unpretentious (Factor N); that the male had more unsatisfied

needs directed towards the home than the female (HO-U); that the male was less

social than the female who tended towards social approval (SS-q1 and SS -I); and

that the male tended to be more pugnacious and defensive than the female (PG-1).

The overall pattern from the correlational analyses suggested that the male

music educator was different from his female counterpart in that he was less

social and more attached to the home, lacked drive in the self sentiment area,

tended to be more accommodating and submissive, and was conscientious and prac-

tical while shrewdly defending his position or career. The female music educa-

tor, on the other hand, tended to be driven more towards social approval, needed

less satisfaction from the home, was more stubborn and tended to be more exped-

ient and less defensive but more imaginative and forthright. These differences

appeared to be of sufficient importance to treat them statistically as cross

product terms and bring them into the regression equations as sex-personality

moderating variables. Sex as a separate experimental variable was also intro-

duc2d in the equations.

Phase One Findings

The main purpose of the study was to investigate the relationships and

interrelationships among personality, motivational, and criterion variables.

Multiple regression techniques predict the success criteria from the person-

ality and motivational variables alone. These predictions provide useful
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information about the relationships and interrelationships.

Previous to investigating these relationships, it was necessary to

identify the possible interactions among the experimental Variables and the

criterion and sex and type variables. One type and S sex interaction variables

were identified from the correlations of the experimental variables to the cri-

terion variables for the male and female music educator groups. With these

analyses completed, the multiple regression analyses were undertaken.

From the final sample of 209 subjects, a derivation sample of 168 music

educators and a cross validation sample of 41 subjects were stratified. Stepwise

multiple regression equations were formulated to predict music teaching success

for each of the 4 criterion variables. The stepwise computer program that was

used in the study allowed for both the inclusion of progressively significant

variables and the exclusion of variables which no longer contributed signifi-

cantly .to the multiple R. The 16PF variables were used separately along with the

moderating variables in the first analyses because these variables were psycho-

metrically different from the MAT motivation variables. .The 16PF variables

identify the basic temperament-trait domain of psychometric theory while the

MAT variables reflect the dynamic domain of motivations, drives, t,entiments,

feelings, and ergs. Therefore, separate multiple regression equations were for-

mulated for the sixteen 16PF and 5 moderating variables to music teaching success

ci:iteria and for the 20 MAT and 4 moderating variables to music teaching success

criteria.

The null hypotheses that no significant relationships existed between

the experimental personality and motivational variables and criterion variables

were investigated beyond the .05 level, the significant relationships, when tested

on an independent sample, would not cross validate siwnificantly beyond the .05

level were also investi;;ated. Table 68 shows the 16PF variables.
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TABLE 68.--SIXTEEN PERSONALITY FACTOR QUESTIONNAIRE VARIABLES

Sizothymia
Stiff

Affectothymia
Participating
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Factor B Low Intelligence
Dull

Factor C Low Ego Strength
Easily Upset

High Intelligence
Bright

High Ego Strength
Calm

Factor E Submissiveness Dominance

Accommodating Stubborn

Factor F

Factor G

Factor H

Desurgency Surgency

Serious Enthusiastic

Weak Superego Strong Superego
Expedient Conscientious

Threctia Parmia
Shy Venturesome

Factor I Harria Premsia
Realistic Sensitive

Factor L

Factor M

Factor N

Alaxia Protension
Trusting Suspicious

Praxernia Autia
Practical Imaginative

Artlessness
Forthright

Factor 0

Factor Ql

Shrewdness
Astute

Untroubled Adequacy Guilt Proneness
Self Assured Apprehensive

Conservative
Conservative

Radicalism
Experimenting

Factor Q2 Group Adherence Self Sufficiency
Group Dependent Self Sufficient

Factor Q3 Low Self Sentiment Integration

Self Conflict

High Self Sentiment
Integration

Controlled, Socially
Precise

Factor Q4 Low Ergic Tension High Ergic Tension
Relaxed Tense
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Table 69 shows the stepwise multiple regression equation which was most

significant for investigating the relationships between personality variables

and the G criterion. This equation produced a multiple R = .26 which was

tAgnificant beyond the .05 level. It is interesting to note that none of the

moderating variables contributed to the equation.

When tried out on the cross validation sample, the equation was not

substantiated; re = -.08. In order to assure that the invalid cross validation

r was not a computer error, the programs were run ogice and the same result

occured. Therefore, while the null hypothesis which investigated the relation-

ship between personality and G could be rejected initially, upon cross valida-

tion, the relationships were not substantiated, and the null hypotheses could

not be rejected. The finding is that the G criterion was not related to the

16PF variables.

Table 70 shows the multiple regression equation which best investigated

the relationships between the personality variables\and the R criterion. This

equation included two sex moderating variables as welPk,,AS sex alone as additional

experimental variables along with the personality variables. The equation was

significant beyond the .05 level and produced a respectible multiple R of .42

which accounted for 17 percent of the variance. The initial finding was that

the null hypothesis could be rejected.

When the equation was applied to the cross validation sample, no signifi-

cant results were found. Because of the size of the negative cross validation

correlation (r = -.23), the computer programs were run twice with like results.

The null hypothesis: that the equation would not be sioiiiicant on cross valida-

tion failed to he rejected. The findin was that the personality variables

were not related to the criterion.
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Table 71 contains the multiple regression equation which best demon-

strated the relationship between personality and the G+K criterion. Two sex

moderating and one type moderating variables entered the equation which was

significant beyond the .05 level. The multiple correlation coefficient was

respectable (R=.39) which indicated that 15 percent of the variance in the

criterion could be accounted for by the personality variables alone. The null

hypothesis was rejected.

The equation did not cross validate significantly indicating that the

significant relationships were not stable when applied to a like sample of

subjects. Because the cross validation coefficient was negative (r= -.13),

this equation, too, was run twice with the same results. The null hypothesis

for cross validation failed to be rejected. The finding is that the personality

variables measured by the 16PF test were not related to the G+R criterion.

Table 72 (Stepwise Program) shows the complete stepwise multiple

regression program for each step. The first variable to enter the equation

was Q3 and the last was teacher TYPE. None of the 20 steps of the equation

was significant.

Table 72 (16PF Multiple Regression Analysis) shows the equation for

investigating the relationships between personality variables a'.d the G-R

criterion. This equation was not significant, and the null hypothesis could

not be rejected: the 16PF personality variables were not related to the G-R

criterion. Since the equation was not significant, no cross validation was

attempted.

Cross validation was important to the study. Even though 3 of the

equations were significant, the 16PF personality variables were related to the

G, R, and G+R criteria, these relationships were not substantiated on the cross

validation sample. The finding was that the basic temperament-trait domain as

measured by the 16PF test was not rel.ited to music teaching success in terms of
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TABLE 71.--16PF MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS - GAIN + RATING CRITERION

Variables b Coefficients SE of b Partial R p Coefficients SE of 8

B .19 .07 .20 .19 .08

C -.04 .04 -.08 -.10 .10

G .12 .04 .23 .24 .08

I .07 .05 .13 .14 .09

0 -.14 .06 -.17 -.34 .15

0 X TYPE .03 .03 .07 .14 .15

M X S -.03 .02 -.12 -.18 .12

E X S .04 .02 .15 .21 .11

Constant = -2.86

R= .39

p<.05*

R2 = .15 R' = .33 DF = 8/159 re = -.13 F = 3.49*

TABLE 72.--16PF MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS - GAIN - RATING CRITERION

Variable F Ratio R R2

Q3 2.76 .13 .02 .13

G X S 2.29 .16 .03 .15

E X S 1.81 .18 .03 .14

G 1.63 .20 .04 .14

SEX 1.44 .21 .04 .14

B 1.42 .22 .05 .14

H 1.40 .24 .06 .15

M X S 1.31 .25 .06 .14

M 1.60 .29 .08 .19

E 1.53 .30 .09 .19

A 1.47 .31 .09 .19

I 1.43 .32 .10 .19

F 1.36 .32 .10 .18

C 1.26 .32 .10 .17

L 1.19 .32 .10 .15

Q4 1.10 .32 .10 .13

0 X TYPE 1.04 .32 .11 .10

N .97 .32 .11 .06

N X S .95 .33 .11 .04

TYPE .90 .33 .11 .07

The above represents 20 steps or variables entering the stepwise program in
their order of entrance: Q3 was first and TYPE was last. None of the steps
was significant beyond the .05 level as repre3ented by the F ratio.
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G. R, G4R, and G-R. This finding differs significantly from the previous

literature which did not use a multivariate approach but rather used correla-

tion, t-test, or nonparametric statistical analyses. While some may conclude

from the above that these findings may be in doubt, the importance of cross

validation cannot be overemphasized.

a careful researcher would not put much stock in a regression
equation until he has cross-validated it on a sample other than the
one on which it was based . . . Therefore, it has become customary
to set aside a certain fraction of the total original sample for
the purpose of cross validation (Tatsuoka 1969:26-27).

The Motivation Analysis Test (MAT) is an objective questionnaire which

measures the dynamic psychometric domain o, drives, sentiments, feelings, and

values: in essence, it measures the strengths of a person's motivations on

10 variables in two ways thus providing a total of 20 motivational experimental

variables. First, the Unintegrated Motive Strengths are measured. These reflect

the unsatisfied need and aspiration levels and are, for the most part, uncon-

scious drives (ergs) and sentiments (feelings) rising out of the dynamic energy

domain.

Second, the Integrated Motive Strengths are measured. These reflect

the portion of the total dynamic energy that has arisen from successful ful-

fillment of these needs and aspirations. Integrated drives and sentiments

reflect a type of habit strength which was consiously built from a person's

previously successful experiences in these measured areas. Table 73 shows the

motivational factors.
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TABLE 73. -- MOTIVATION ANALYSIS T ST VAR BLES

Career (CA) A measure of a person's strength of interest in his career, his
feelings or sentiments to his chosen career.

10

Home-Parental (HO) A measure of a person's strength of interest in his home

and familial surroundings, his feelings or sentiments to the home.

Fear (FR) The fear or escape erg or drive refer to security. A measure of

a person's interest in avoiding illness, accident, loss of
financial security, military threats, and death. It is called an

escape erg with fear as the accompanying emotion.

Narcil.m-Comfort (NA) This is the strength of a person's drive toward a sensual
indulgence of all kinds such as food and smoking, to ease, self
love, and avoidance of onerous duties. NA refers to Freud's
narcistic, sex component.

Superego (SE) A measure of a person's strength of interest in the way he feels

about getting things accomplished. It is similar to Factor G -

16PF in that a strong or high superego sentiment relates to
conscientiousness while a low interest in superego relates to

expediency.

Self Sentiment (SS) A measure of a person's interest in social approval and
his degree of concern about his general reputation.

Mating (MA) A measure of a person's strength of interest in the opposite

sex, romantic literature, courting behavior, beauty, and

sensuality. Mating is the sex drive.

Pugnacity-Sadism (PG) This is a measure of a person's strength of his drive
to attack, damage, inflict pain, and destroy. The accompanying

emotion is rage in the extreme.

Assertiveness (AS) A measure of a person's strength of interest or drive
towards status. It is one of the roots of ambition and is
similar to pride but best called vanity or assertiveness. It

shows itself in striving for admiration, wishing to excel in
competition, aiming to be handsomely dressed, and moving in
high circles.

Sweetheart-Spouse (SW) A measure of the strength of a person's interest in
his wife. The strength of his feeling or sentiment to the
opposite sex.
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Table 74 shows the multiple regression equation whicp best investigated

the relationships between the motivational variables and G. All 20 MAT variables

plus the 4 moderating variables as well as the sex and teacher type variables

were included in the sttywise multiple regression program. The G equation

included 11 variables which were significant contributors. The equations, which

produced a multiple correlation coefficient of .35 and accounted for 12 percent

of the variance, was significant beyond the .05 level.

The cross validation coefficient (r=.40) was significant beyond the .01

level indicating that the equation was somewhat stable and that motivational

variables were related to music teaching success in terms of gain (G). The null

hypotheses that no significant relationships existed and cross validated were

rejected.

It is interesting to note that the equation as corrected for shrinkage

produced a multiple correlation coefficient of .25; yet, the equation was actually

at a higher level of significance and a higher numerical coefficient for the cross

validation sample. In most cases, one might expect the multiple R to be reduced

but such was not the case with this equation. Therefore, the cross validation r

indicated that 16 percent of the variance in the gain criterion could be accounted

for from motivational variables alone. This is a significant finding.

The equation which highlighted the relationships between motivation and

G success, indicate that the following variables contributed significantly to

the equation: CA-, WI-, SS-, AS-, H01-, and PG+ along with the moderating

variables which showed that differences in the male and female subjects affected

the nature of the relationships. It may appear confusing to the reader to see

Career as both plus and minus, positive and negative. This indicated that the

feeling towards career was a conscious and not an unconscious sentiment since

the U score was negative and the I score was positive.

Success in music teaching, as defined by the G criterion, is related to

greater attachment to the home (M+), lower need for social approval (SS-),



291

TABLE 74.--MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS MAT VARIABLES - GAIN CRITERION
Variable b Coefficients SE of b Partial R r Coefficients SE of b

CA-U -.00 .05 -.09 -.09 .08

HO U .22 .12 .15 .40 .22

SS U -.2u .12 -.17 -.41 .19

AS U -.04 .04 -.07 -.07 .08

CA I .04 .04 .08 .08 .08

HO I .03 .05 .06 .06 .08
PG I .19 .10 .15 .41 .22
PG I X S .10 .00 -.13 -.41 .24

HU X S -.15 .07 -.17 -.61 .28
SU X S .21 .07 .23 .84 .28
SI X S .02 ;03 .05 .09 .13

Constant = -.56

R = .35 R2 = .12 R' = DF = 11/156 r
c

= .40** F = 1.92*

p<.01**, p.05*
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lower need for statue (AS-) which suggests that the music educator is less

sociable. He is generally satisfied with his chosen career which was not causing

him any conflicts as indicated by the pattern of the U and I scores (GA-U,CA+I),

and exhibits pugnacious behavior which in its Integrated expression here (PG+I)

indicates long standing defensiveness and hostility. The overall behavior

pattern suggests a loner, a person who does his own thing and does not neces-t

sarily care what his peers think about him. PG+I indicates that the music

educator who is successful in gain tends to defend his position even to the

point of hostility. This could be interpreted to mean that since the good music

educator tends to defend his music program and fight for its existence; in the

process of so doing, he becomes somewhat hostile and defensive. Therefore, the

successful music educator tends to be less sociable and regards his home as impor-
,91k

tent. An interesting observation is that the successful music educator appears

lower in need for admiration and competition (AS-U).

Table 75 shows the complete stepwise output for investigating the rela-

tionships between the motivational variables and the R criterion. .None of the

steps produced equations significant beyond the .05 level. The null hypothesis

could not be rejected. The finding was that no relationships appeared to exist

that were significant beyond the .05 level.

Table 76 shows the stepwise output for investigating the relationships

between the motivational variables and the G+R criterion. None of the steps was

significant beyond the .05 level, and the null hypothesis could not be rejected.

There were no significant relationships between the motivational variables and

G+R.

Table 77 shows the best equation for investigating the relationships

between the motivational variables and the discrepancy criterion (G -R). This

equation was significant beyond the .05 level for both the derivation and cross

validation .samples thus rejecting the null hypotheses that no significant
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TABLE 75.--MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS - MAT VARIABLES - R CRITERION

Variables F Ratio R
R2 RI

AS-U 2.74 .13 .02 .13

SW-I 2.56 .17 .03 .16

CA-I 2.64 .21 .05 .19

NA-I 2.32 .23 .05 .19

AS-I 1.99 .24 .06 .19

PG-U 1.77 .25 .06 .18

SE-U 1.64 .26 .07 .18

HO-I 1.49 .26 .07 .17

SE-I 1.37 .27 .07 .16

FR-U 1.26 .27 .07 .15

MA-U 1.15 .27 .08 .13

MA-I 1.00 .28 .08 .10

CA-U .98 .28 .08 .07

NA-U .92 .28 .08 .03

HO-U X S .85 .28 .08 .08

HO-U .80 .28 .08 .11

SEX .78 .28 .08 .13

SS-I X S .73 .29 .08 .15

SS-I .70 .29 .08 .17

SEX (removed) .74 .29 .08 .19

SW-U .70 .29 .08 .17

SS-U .66 .29 .08 .39

SS-U X S .64 .29 .08 .20

SEX .61 .29 .08 .22

TYPE .58 .29 .08 .23

FR-I .55 .29 .08 .25

PG-I .52 .29 .08 .26

Complete stepwise output: first variable entering the equation was AS-U and last

variable was PC-I. None of the steps were significant beyond the .05 level.
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76.--MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS - MAT VARIABLES - G+R CRITERION
Variables F Ratio R RZ RI

AS-U 4.47 .16 .13 .16

PG-U 2.75 .18 .03 .16

AS-I 2.06 .19 .14 .16

S-U X S 1.68 .20 . 04 .15

SEX 1.51 .21 .04 .14

SS-U 1.62 .24 .05 .17

HO-U 1.45 .24 .06 .16

SE-U 1.32 .25 .06 .15

HO-U X S 1.21 .25 .06 .13

CA-I 1.11 .26 .07 .11

SW-I 1.04 .26 .07 .09

CA-U .96 .26 .07 .06

PG-I .89 .26 .07 .04

PG-I X S .86 .27 .07 .07

FR-l1' .81 .27 .07 .10

SS-I .76 .27 .07 .13

TYPE .72 .28 .07 t .15

HO-U .68
r,

.28 .08 .17

MA-U .65 .28 .08 .19

NA-I .61 .28 .08 .20

MA-I .58 .28 .08 .22

SE-I .55 .28 .08 .23

SS-I X S .53 .28 .08 .25

FR-I .50 .28 .08 .26

SW-U .48 .28 .08 .28

Complete stepwise output: first variable entering the equation was AS-U and last
variable was SW-U. None of the steps were significant beyond the .05 level.

TABLE 77. -MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS - MAT VARIABLES - G-R CRITERION
Variables b Coefficients SE of h Partial R p Coefficients SE of 0

CA-U -.08 .07 -.09 -.09 .08

HO-U .36 .14 .19 .48 .20

NA-U -.04 .05 -.07 -.07 .08

SS-U -.24 .14 -.13 -.28 .17

CA-I .10 .05 .15 .15 .08

NA-I -.06 .05 -.09 -.09 .08

SW-1 -.10 .05 -.15 -.15 .08

HU X S -.23 .08 -.21 -.68 .25

SU X S .19 .08 .18 .56 .24

Constant = .77

R = .34

p<.05*

R
2 = .12 R' = .27 DF = 9/158 F = 2.29*
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relationships existed between the motivational variables and G-R.

The above equation may be the most significant finding of the study

because it indicated that motivational variables help to explain the discrep-

ancy between subjective and objective evaluations of a music educator's

performance. Many of the same variables which were ,:elated to G were also

related to G-R but a slightly different pattern was evident.

The music educator whose gain score was better than his rating score

appeared lower in need for social approval (SS-U) and more attached to the

home(HU+U) but lower in need for carerr satisfaction (CA-U). He had less

interest in sensual indulgences and the avoidance of onerous duties (NA-I,

NA-U) and appeared to be satisfied with his mate and had less interest in the

opposite sex (SW-I) whi'-h balanced his strong attachment to the home. In this

equation, only two of the moderating variables contributed (HO-U and SS+U)

indicating that the sexes differed significantly in their attachment to home and

need for social approval.

The G equation included the pugnacity-sadism variable which might be

better called a hostility variable. This was a positive habit strength indi-

cating that the music educator had received satisfaction in the past from

behaving this way. Here the interpretation is best centered around defensive-

ness. Since the music educator must defend his program and literally fight for

its existence in many cases, it makes sense that this variable would enter the

equation. Defensiveness ties in with the loner classification.

Motivational variables as measured by the Motivation Analysis Test were

related significantly to music teaching success in terms of pupil growth (G) and

the discrepancy criterion (G-R) but not to ratings (R) nor the composite

criterion (G+R). The temperament trait variables measured by the Sixteen

Personality Factor Questionnaire did not produce any significant relationships to

the 4 music teaching success criteria that remained stable on cross validation.
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The above findings must be viewed cautiously, but just how cautiously

is naturally opea to question. The first section of this chapter discussed in

considerable detail the music teaching success criteria and the many pitfalls

within the criterion domain. These alone suggest cautious interpretations of

these findings. The gain score construct (G) was carefully statistically

refined. In practice, most public school systems could not or would not take

the time to refine the objective pupil music achievement data in this manner.

The derived.pupil class mean residual gain score, however, was quite similar

to a gain score thrt might have been formulated using analysis of covariance

techniques. Most large school districts have the facilities to perform

ANCOVA analyses.

The gain score did not adequately control the regression effects, but

it was open to doubt in the study whether or not these were in fact testing

biases due to regression or due to teacher effects. If these were due to

teacher effects, the study was more valid in this domain because it showed a

teacher's ability to produce gain (G) and to select appropriate evaluative

measuring instruments, e.g. music achievement subtests. The finding that the

G criterion was valid probably should be viewed somewhat cautiously.

The ratings gathered in the study were empirically valid. The analyses

showed 3 possible domains within the 5 ratings for the music educator sample,

and these were weighted appropriately through factor analytic techniques to

derive the K criterion. The rating instrument was valid and discriminated among

the music educators in the sample. While rating was not significant as a success

criterion does not imply that ratings are invalid. Rather, the ratings mean

something else and were tapping information not necessarily related to the

experimental variables used in the study as investigated using stepwise multi-

ple regression techniques.
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Because R was not related to the personality and motivational variables,

the music student teacher cross validation sample was not used to test the two

significant equations. Furthermore, the validity of the music student teacher

rating data was in doubt. The fact that s4;raficant motivational relationships

existed between the G and G-R criteria was a major finding.

Had the analyses stopped at the point of the significant and well cross

validated regression equations, the differences among teacher type groups would

have not beeen investigated. Therefc,re, the above findings may be viewed as

Phase One findings at which time it was decided by the investigator to procede

with teacher type repression analyses.

Phase Two Findings

As a result of the Phase One findings of the study, it was determined

that sex and teacher type were interacting with the personality and motivational

variables in fairly powerful ways. The net effect of such interactions was to

lower the significance of the relationships investigated with the combined

sample, hence, the relatively low but significant multiple R's.

While the effect of teacher type was not predetermined to be a research

variable, it was apparent in Phase One Findings. This was unexpected because

the literature led the investigator to be alert for possible sex interactions

and to methods for controlling these interactions. The correlation matrices

hinted at possible teacher type subgroups interactions; yet, only one for the

16PF Test was included as an additional moderator in the Phase One equations.

With this in mind, Phase Two of the analyses attempted to find differences in

regression equations investigating the relationships among the personality,

motivational,and success variables for teacher type groups and to see if the

multiple correlation coefficients could he improved significantly.

Separate stepwise multiple repression equations were formulated for

each teacher type-sex group for both the 16PF and MAT variables to investigate
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the relationships of personality and motivational variables to music teaching

success in terms of the 4 criterion variables. The total sample (N=209) was

used because the derivation sample would have become too small when stratified

into these sub,woups, and there would have been too few subjects in each group.

As it was, there were too few subjects in the male choral and female instrumental

groups to make any meaniiwful interpretations from the data.

The music educator cross validation sample could not be used for the

above reasons. However, the music student teacher sample was used as an attempt

to cross validate the equations for the R criterion. Furthermore, the subgroups

were used primarily to cross validate equations for curiosity reasons. In

other words, the equations developed on the male instrumental group were cross

validated to the male choral, female instrumental, and female choral groups.

Heuristically, this approach made sense even thouf;h the samples were small and

could not be cross validated adequately.

The null hypotheses investigated were that by partitioning the sample

into teacher type-sex groups no significant relationships existed between person-

ality and motivational variables and the 4 criterion variables (G, R, G +R, and

G-R) beyond the .05 level. Furthermore, the null hypotheses that no significant

cross validations would occur were also tested.

MALE INSTRUMENTAL

Table 78 chows the best multiple regression equation for investigating

the relationship between the 161E personality variables and the R criterion for

the rale instrumental group. Only two variables contributed to this equation

(Factor 13 and Factor H) which indicated that to some extent intelligence and

venturesomeness were related to ratings of music teaching success. The multiple

R was lower than for the total group (P---.10) indicating that approximately

9 percent of the variance in the R criterion could be accounted for by the

personality variables alone.
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The cross validation to the music student teacher male instrumental

group was negative while it was positive to the music educator male choral and

female choral groups and negative to the female instrumental group. The null

hypothesis aas rejected; but because the equation failed to cross validate and

because it did not account for very much variance in the criterion, the finding

was that personality variables had sothe relationships to music teaching success

in terms of R.

Tables 79 through 81 show the stepwise programs for investigating the

relationships between the personality variables and the G, G+R, and C -R criteria

for the male instrumental group. None of the equations was significant beyond

the .05 level, and the null hypotheses were not rejected. The finding was that

personality variables appeared to have no significant relationships to G, G+R,

and G-R as far as the male instrumental music educator sample was concerned.

Table 82 shows the multiple regression equation for investigating the

relationships between the motivational variables and the R criterion for the

male instrumental group. The equation was significant beyond the .05 level

producing a coefficient of R=.52 which indicated that 27 percent of the variance

in the R criterion was accounted for by the motivational variables alone. This

was a respectable figure, and the null hypothesis was rejected. The finding

was that the significance of the relationships improved between the MAT variables

and the R criterion for the subgroup of male instrumental music educators.

Motivation was related to music teaching success in terms of R.

The cross validation of the equation to the male instrumental music

student teacher group produced a negative relationship (r= -.05) indicating that

these two groups were either rated differently, had varying reliabilities and

validities for their R criteria, or that the relationships were not stable due

to varying motivational characteristics for the groups. The null hypothesis

for cross validation was not rejected.
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Cross validation to the other music educatdr groups produced negative

relationships to the male choral (r= -.39) and female instrumental (r= -.29)

and a positive but insignificant correlation to the female choral group (r=.12).

Because these were not significant cross validations,the null hypotheses were

not rejected. The finding was that the motivational variables which are related

to the R criterion for the male instrumental music educator were different

from. those for other subgroups of music educators indicating that each subgroup

was homogeneous, and the total sample was heterogeneous.

Table 83 shows the multiple regression analysis for investigating the

relationships between the motivational variables and the G criterion. None of

the steps were significant, and the null hypothesis was not rejected. The

finding was that the significance of the relationships could not be improved for

the male instrumental group. There were no significant relationships between

motivational variables and G.

Table 84 shows the multiple regression equation which investigated the

relationships between the motivational variables and the G+1 criterion. This

equation produced a coefficient of R=.43 which was significant beyond the .05

level indicating that 17 percent of the variance in the criterion was accounted

for by the motivational variables. The null hypothesis was rejected, and the

significance of the relationships was improved by stratifying the sample into

subgroups. There were significant relationships between motivational variables

and G+R.

Cross validation to the other teacher type groups was insignificant

but produced positive coefficients for the female instrumental and female choral

groups and a negative coefficient for the male choral group. The cross valida-

tion null hypotheses failed to be rejected.
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Table 85 shows the multiple regression equation for investigating the

relationships between the motivational variables and the G-R criterion. This

equation produced a coefficient of R=.44 which was significant beyond the .05

level indicating that 19 percent of the variance in the criterion was accounted

for by the motivational variables alone. The null hypothesis was rejected, and

significance was improved for this group: there were significant relationships

between motivational variables and G-R, the discrepancy criterion.

Cross validation to the other teacher type groups was insignificant and

produced negative coefficients. The finding was that the motivational variables

which were related to the G-R criterion for the male instrumental group were

not related to success for the other teacher type subgroups. The male instru-

mental group was different from the other teacher type groups in terms of

motivation.

MALE CHORAL AND FEMALE INSTRUMENTAL

When the number of variables approaches the number of subjects in a

group, the multiple correlation coefficient must approach R=1.00. This require-

ment invalidated the Phase Two investigations for the male choral (N=26) and the

female instrumental (N=12) groups. The number of variables approached the

number of subjects in the male choral group and exceeded the number of subjects

in the female instrumental group. Therefoie, the findings of the regression

analyses for investigating the relationships among personality, motivational,

and criterion variables were meaningless data. The multiple it's were spuriously

high making useful interpretations of the data impossible.
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FEMALE CHORAL

The female choral group included the largest number of subjects of the

teacher type groups (N=103). Table 86 shows the equation for investigating the

relationships between the personality variables and the R criterion. This

equation produced a multiple R of .28 which was significant beyond the .05 level

indicating that 8 percent of the variance in the criterion was accounted for

by the personality variables. The null hypothesis that there was no relation-

ship between personality and R was rejected.

Cross validation appeared promising although insignificant. The only

negative'cross validation r was to the female instrumental music student

teacher group while the correlations were positive to all the other groups.

The cross validation null hypotheses failed to be rejected.

Table 87 shows the multiple regression equation for investigating the

relationships between the personality variables and the G criterion. The

equation was significant beyond the .05 level thus rejecting the null hypo-

thesis. The multiple correlation coefficient was respectable (R=.36) which

indicated that 13 percent of the variance in G was accounted for by the

personality variables for the female choral group.

Cross validation to the other music educator groups was not significa t,

and the null hypotheses failed to be rejected. With more subjects, cross

validation appeared promising.
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Table 88 shows the multiple regression equation for investigating the

relationships between personality variables and the G+R criterion for the female

choral group. This equation was significant and produced a multiple R of .39

indicating that 15.21 percent of the variance in the criterion was accounted

for by the equation. The null hypothesis was rejected. Personality variables

were related to G+R for the female choral group.

Cross validation appeared extremely promising although insignificant,

and the null hypotheses were not rejected. The finding was that the signifi-

cance of the relationships was improved by stratifying the sample for the female

choral group.

Table 89 shows the multiple regression equation which best investigated

the relationships between personality variables and the G-R criterion. Only

Factor Q3 entered the equation (Self Sentiment Integration), and that while

the equation was significant, one does not usually consider a single variable

.
multiple regression equation as having much usefulness. Therefore, the null

hypothesis was rejected beyond the .05 level. Cross validation coefficients

were negative and insignificant. The finding was that the significance of the

relationships to the G-R criterion for the female choral group did improve by

stratifying the groups but this improvement was minimal. Personality variables

were related to G-R for the female choral group. No significant equations could

be derived for predicting G-R from personality variables for the total deriva-

tion sample.
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Tables 90 through 93 show the multiple regression equations for investi-

gating the relationships between the motivational variables and the R, G, GfR,

and G-R criteria. All of the equations were significant beyond the .05 level

providing respectable multiple R's. For the R criterion, the multiple R was

.46 which indicated that 21.42 percent of the variance in the criterion was

accounted for by the motivational variables. The G criterion's equation

produced a multiple R of .50 which indicated that 24.82 percent of the variance

in G was accounted for by the motivation variables. The G+R criterion's equa-

tion produced. a multiple R of .48 which accounted for 23.38 percent of the

variance, and the G-R criterion's equation produced a multiple R of .48 account-

ing for 22.57 percent of the vcriance. The null hypotheses were rejected

indicating that relationships existed among the motivational and criterion

variables. The finding was that the significance of the relationships was

improved by stratifying Lite female choral group from the sample and developing

separate multiple regression equations for investigating the relationships among

motivational and criterion variables.

Cross validation equations were not significant, and the null hypotheses

were not rejected. A:ditional subjects would be needed for more meaningful

cross vcOidations.

Summar.,

The hypotheses that were investigated by partitioning the sample into

teacher type groups were that there were no significant relationships between

personality and motivational variables and the 4 criteria of music teaching suc-

cess. For any significant multiple regression equations, it was further hypothe-

sized that these relationships would not cross validate to the music student tea-

cher type !.subgroups or to the other music educator type groups. Furthermore, it

was of concern to the: study to determihe whether the significance of the relation-

ships would be improved by parLitionini, the sample into teacher type subgroups
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as indicated by the size of the multiple correlation coefficients.

Significant relationships existed between personality and the R cri-

terion for the male instrumental and female choral groups; between personality

and the G criterion for the female choral group; between personality and the G+R

criterion for the female choral group; and between personality and the G-R

crit;:rion for the female choral group. Significant relationships existed

between motivation and the R criterion for the male instrumental and female

choral groups; between motivation. and the G criterion for the female choral

group; between motivation and the G+R criterion for the male instrumental and

female choral groups; and between motivation and the G-R criterion for the male

instrumental and female choral groups.

None of the above significant relationships cross validated to either

the music student teacher type subgroups or to the music education teacher type

subgroups. Interestingly, however, was that a hint of cross validation to the

music student teacher female choral group was evident in the findings for the

personality domain. There was evidence that with larger numbers of subjects

and more valid criteria the significance and power of the relationships would

be improved.

The attempt to cross validate the music educator teacher type subgroup

findings with the other subgroups was to further investigate whether personality

and motivational variables which were significantly related to success for one

subgroup were related to the same criterion for other subgroups. The fact that

none of these cross validation r's was significant indicated that the music

educator sample was heterogeneous as far as the personality and motivation. In

other words, each subgroup of music teacher type was homogeneous requiring

different combinations of the personality and motivational variables which

contributed to the multiple regression equations, e.g. the significance of the

relationships. The finding was that teacher type subgroups of music educators
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were different in personality and motivation as these variables related to

music teaching success criteria.

In general, the significance of the relationships was strengthened by

partitioning the sample into music teacher type subgroups although these could

not be cross validated on like samples as they were for the derivation sample.

The significant relationships between the personality variables and the music

teaching success criteria were not substantiated on the cross validation sample

as in Phase One.

The multiple R's for investigating the relationships between the moti-

vational variables and the G and G-R criteria for the derivation sample were

.35 and .34 respectively with cross validations of .40 and .28. No significant

relationships between the personality variables and the R or G+R criteria

appeared to exist. Partitioning of the sample improved the significance of the

relationships between the motivational variables and G-R: male instrumental

.44 and female choral .48. These relationships also improved to the G criterion

for the female choral group .50 but not for the male instrumental group. While

the R and GfR criteria were not related to motivation for the derivation sample,

the significance of the relationships were improved for the two teacher type

subgroups (male instrumental and female choral): their equations were all

significant beyond the .05 level. The finding was that, in all but one case,

partitioning of the sample into teacher type subgroups for investigating the

relationships between the motivational variables and music teaching success

criteria helped to further identify the significant relationships.
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PERSONALITY AND MOTIVATION PROFILES

Personality and motivational variables as measured by the instruments

used in the study refer to major categories of traits, interests, feelings, and

drives. These may or may not be interrelated depending upon the success criteria

used to insestigate lit relationships. In investigating the relationships among

personality and motivational variables and music teaching success criteria, the

variables which contribute to the regression equations are weighted, and these

weights are applied to the cross validation subjects' scores on the personality

and motivational variables as was done in Phase One analyses. Inferences were

then drawn about the !.;igniticance of the relationships among the experimental

and criterion variables.

This section is an attempt to highlight the possible profile differences

between successful and unsuccessful male and female groups of music educators.

Profiles were inferred from the following multivariate analyses rather than

from analyses which treated each experimental variables as a discrete entity.

The common technique used in previous studies in music education in order to

study profile differences between groups investigated the differences between

mean scores on the variables which were significant at or beyond the .05 or .01

levels using chi square or t-test techniques. These approaches appear to be the

natural w,ly to describe such differences between two groups and seem to present

an intuitively meaningful and sensible portrayal of the group profile differences.

The technical difficulty with this approach is that the danger of obtaining

a distorted picture of the group differences tends to increase as the correla-

tions among the variables become ,larger. Tatsuoka discusses the difficulty of

using mean differences for profile comparisons.

. . . as the number of variables increase, the difficulty of inter-
preting differences between two or more groups on each variable
Laken singly will become more and mor serious . . . Besides the
question of interpretability, there is the more technical matter of

the level of significance of the differences lowcoming "muddied up"
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when t-tests are done on many correlated variables . . . But even

the difficulty of interpretation alone should offer sufficient
grounds for loc4ing askance at the approach of examining the
variables one at a time . . .

We must therefore look for an alternative way to describe group
differences. One such alternative is to construct a linear

combination . . . of the set of variables that will maximally
differntiate among the groups in question. We then see how
the groups are ranked in terms of this linear combination
(essentially a new, transformed variable), and also examine the
relative weights assigned to the different variables in forming
the linear combination. These two observations, taken together,
enable us to describe the nature of group differences . . . The

pattern of weights here indicates how much (or little) each

factor contributes, and in which direction, to the differentia-
tion between our groups (Tatsuoka, 1970;3).

Male and female music educators were stratified into successful and

unsuccessful gain (G) and rating (R) criterion groups. The upper and lower

25 percent of the samples respectively were used for both sex groups.

Two group stepwise discriminant analyses were conducted between the

successful and unsuccessful male and female groups for both criteria yielding

8 equations or sets of b weights which highlighted profile differences separately

for the personality and motivational variables. These weights are analoguous

to the partial regression weights in a multiple regression equation since each

weight represents the relative importance of that variable with the effects of

the other variables partialled out. By using the stepwise technique, only those

variables which contributed to the significance of the linear combination

entered or were removed from the equation.

The null hypotheses tested were that there would he no significant .to-

file differences between successful and unsuccessful groups of music educators

for the G and R criteria when investigated separately by sex. The null hypo-

theses-were rejected beyond the .05 level for I of the 8 profile analyses. The

null hypothesis could not be rejected for the motivational profile differences

between successful and unsuccessful male music educators on the G criterion.
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Tables 94 and 95 show the weights for the successful and unsuccessful

personality and motivational profile group comparisons for the following:

(1) Male. Gain, (2) Female Gain, (3) Male Rating, and (4) Female Rating. The

coding for the successful and ulsuccessful groups were: successful = 2.00,

unsuccessful = 1.00; hence, variables on which successful music educators had

the higher means tended to receive positive weights, while those on which the

unsuccessful music educators had the higher means tended to receive negative

weights in the equations. Profile comparisons are discussed within the

equations as well as between equations.

The weights for Equation 1, Table 94, indicate that the successful male

music educator in G is more intelligent (B), stubborn (E), conscientious (G),

astute and shrewd (N), experimenting (Q1), and socially precise (Q3) than his

unsuccessful colleague in G who is calmer (C). The most important profile

differences appear to be in intelligence, stubbornness, shrewdness, ald social

precisi.n which characterized the successful male group.

For the motivation variables, no equation was significant beyond the .05

level for the male music educators on the G criterion. It appears that the pro-

file diffrenc.Js between successful and unsuccessful male music educators in G

were not of sufficient magnitude to identify motivation profiles for these two

groups.

The weights in Equations 2, Tables 94 and 95 indicate that the successful

female music educator in G tended to be stubborn (E), conscientious (G), somewhat

apprehensive (0) , eNperimentiug (Q1) , more self sufficient and less group

oriented (Q2), is interested in security and avoiding financial loss (FR-U), is

interested in social approval and concerned about her gener!U reputation (SS-U,

SS-1), had a higher interest in the opposite sex (SW-U, SW-I), is more assertive

and driven towards status (AS-U, AS-I), is more interested in her career and had

a desire to excel in competition (CA-I) , and is more interested in getting things

accomplished (SE-I) than her unsuccesslul colleague in G who is more astute and
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shrewd (N), had more unconscious interests in her career (CA-U) and home (HO-U),

and is attracted to the opposite sex (MA-I). The unsuccessful female music

educator in G appeared to be more interested in being a wife and mother, perhaps,

than in succeeding in a music teaching career. The successful female music

educator's profile appears to be somewhat similar to that of the liberated

woman, at least as far as the gain 'riterion was concerned.

Equations 1 and 2, Table 94, show some moderating sex differences. It

appears that the successful male music educator in G is shrewd and astute (N)

and somewhat experimenting (Q1) as is the unsuccessful female music educator

in G. On the other hand, the successful male and female musiKeducator in G

is stubborn (E) and conscientious (G) while the unsuccessful male and female

in G is somewhat calm (C).

For the R criterion, the weights from Equations 3, Tab s 9/41ind 95

indicate that the successfully rated male music educator is more intelligent (B),

somewhat more venturesome (H), more imaginative (M), is interested in the

opposite sex and beauty (MA-U, SW-I), is more attached to his home (HO-I), and

is interested in getting things accomplished (SE-I) where his unsuccessfully

rated colleague is somewhat enthusiastic (F), more suspicious (L), is

interested in but appeared to have a conflict with his career (CA-U, CA-I) as

related to his unconscious attachments to his home (HO-U) as well as his

unconscious interests in security (FR-U), social approval, and concerns about

his general reputation (SS-U). Furthermore, the unsuccessfully rated male

music educator appeared to experience some conflicts in his interests in sensual

indulgences (NA-U, NA-I) and drives toward status (AS-U, AS-I) as indicated by

the Unintegrated and Integrated conscious motive strengths.

The wc:ights for the unsuccessfully rated male group were considerably

higher than those for the successfully rated male group substantiating to some

extent the suspicious trait found in Factor L. The successfully rated male
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music educator, while interested in and receiving satisfaction from his home

and his wife, is interested in getting things accomplished which he appeared

to do in more imaginative and venturesome ways.

The successfully rated female music educator is somewhat more

enthusiastic (F), conscientious(G), suspicious (L), self sufficient (Q2),

socially precise (Q3), is unconsciously interested in her career (CA-U),

concerned about her general reputation and interested in social approval (SS-U),

is interested in sensual indulgences (NA-I), and the opposite sex (SW-I) while

her unsuccessfully rated colleague is more apprehensive (0), experimenting (Q1),

has more unconscious interests in getting things accomplished (SE-U), drives

toward status (AS-U), and tends to be more defensive and hostile (PG-U) while

being more consciously interested in her career (CA-I), in social approval (SS-I),

and in the opposite sex (MA-I). The overall profile for the successfully ra:ed

female indicates that she is concerned about the social niceties while being

conscientious and enthusiastic about her career. On the other hand, the

unsuccessfully rated female music educator appeared to be more defensive and

apprehensive as well as concerned about status which may have an effect on her

ability to obtain high ratings.

By reading Equations 3 and 4 for Tables 94 and 95, interactions or

moderators can be noted. The successfully rated female and unsuccessfully rated

male music educator is somewhat enthusiastic (F), more suspicious (L), uncon-

sciously interested in teaching music (CA-U) as well as social approval and

reputation (SS-U), and is more consciously interested in and received satis-

factions from sensual indulgences of all kinds (NA-I). In both these tables, the

successfully rated male and female is similar only in attachments to the opposite

sex (514-0 while the unsuccessfully rated male and female tends to have uncon-

scious interests in getting things accomplished (SE-U) and assertiveness or

status (AS-U) while being somewhat interested in career (CA-I).
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Comparing across criteria (Equationsl and 3 in Tables 94 and 95), the

successful male music educator is intelligent (B). No similarities were noted

for the unsuccessful male music educator. The successful female music educator,

(Equations 2 and 4, Tables 94 and 95), is conscientious (G), interested in social

approval and concerned about reputation (SS-U), somewhat interested in sensual

indulgences (NA-I), and interested in the opposite sex (SW-I). The unsuccessful

female music educator is apprehensive (0), self sufficient (Q1), unconsciously

interested in getting things accomplished (SE-U), and interested in the opposite

sex (MA-I). It appears that the successful and unsuccessful profiles for the G

and R criteria differ as far as the motivational and personality variables are

concerned.

Sex Success Profiles
.."

Additional analyses were undertaken to investigate the profile differ-

ences between male and female music educators who were classified similarly on

the G and R criteria. In these analyses, two group stepwise discriminant analyses

were undertaken between the male and female groups for: (1) successful gain,

(2) unsuccessful gain, (3) successful rating, and (4) unsuccessful rating for

both the personality and motivational variables. The null hypotheses tested

were that there would be no significant profile differences between the male and

female groups as stratified by success. All 8 equations were significant beyond

the .05 level, and the null hypotheses were rejected. Tables 96 and 97 show the

unstandardized weights for the 8 equations. The coding for sex was male = 1.00,

female = 2.00; hence, variables on which females had the higher means tended to

receive positive weights, while those on which males had the higher means tended

to receive negative weights in the equations.

By examining the weights in Equations 1 for Tables 96 and 97, it appears

the successful na1! music educator in G is intelligent (B,, conscientious (G),
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suspicious (L), imaginative (M), shrewd and astute (N), apprehensive (0),e
experimenting (Q1), socially precise (Q3), interested in his home (HO-U), tends

to be defensive and hostile (PG-U, PG-I), interested in accomplishing things

(SE-I), interested in social approval and concerned about his reputation (SS-I),

and is interested in the opposite sex (MA-I). On the other hand, the successful

female music educator in G is enthusiastic (F), sensitive (I), tense (Q4), has

unconscious interests in security (FR-U), social approval and concern about her

.

reputation (SS-U) as well as interests in the opposite sex (SW-U), 'old is

interested in and receives satisfaction from her home (HO-I) and irs assertive

and drives herself towards status (AS-I).

The unsuccessful male music educator in G (Equations 2, Tables 96 and

97), is suspicious (L), interested in self indulgences (NA-I) and in getting

thin;;;; accomplished (SE-1) but has some conflicts in his motivations as indi-

cated by the Unconscious Motive Strengths indicating that he is interested in his

c.lretr (CA-U, CA-I), social approval and reputation (SS-U, SS-I), and is defen-

sive and hostile (PG-U, PG -I). This profile suggests a music educator who is

interested in the right things and has certain drives towards these things but is

1:nAhl to about achieving these things so that conflicts appear evident. The

unAcssful female music educator in G appears to be intelligent (B), shrewd and

A,tute (N), experimenting (Q1) , and unconsciously interested in the opposite

(S; -U).

By ex,nrinit11; the weights for Equations 1 and 2 in Tables 96 z.nd 97,

appear to be similar. The male profiles for both G groups indicates thatr..111."

t rag is stubborn (E) , conscientious (G) , suspicious (L) , imaginative (M),

!,ociilly precise (Q3), defensive and hostile (PG-U, PG-I), interested in his

(CA-I), interested in getting things accomplished (SE-1), and interested

:n i.il approval (ES-I). On the other hand, the female profiles indicate that

:1,( 11e i senstivie (I), tense (Q',), and unconsciously interested in the

sex (Sri -U). Fewer variableF were included in the female profile.
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By examining the weights in Equations 3, Tables 96 and 97, the profiles

for the successfully rated male and female groups emerge. The male is intelli-

gent (B), stubborn (E), socially precise (Q3), unconsciously defensive and

hostile (PG-U), interested in accomplishing things (SE-I), and interested in

social approval and concerned about his reputation (SS-I). The successful

female is sensitive, (I), shrewd and astute (N), unconsciously interested

in her hOme (HO-U) as well as in social approval and reputation (SS-U),

assertiveness and status (AS-U), and the opposite sex (SW-U), while having

both conscious and unconscious interests in self indulgences (NA-U, NA-I).

The unsuccessfully rated male, Equations 4, Tables 96 and 97, is

conscientious (G), unconsciously interested in his career (CA-U) and security

(FR-U) while being consciously defensive and hostile (PG-I). The unsuccess-

fully rated female is intelligent (B), sensitive (f), tense (Q4), unconsciously

interested in sensual indulgences (NA -U), social approval and reputation (SS-U),

hostility and defensiveness (PG-U), and the opposite sex (SW-U), while being

consciously interested in her home (HO-I). The unsuccessfully rated male and

female had more unconscious interests and desires than their successfully

rated colleagues.

By examining the weights in Equations i and 3, Tables 96 and 97, simi-

larities in profiles for criteria can be inferred. The successful male is

intelligent (B), stubborn (E), imaginative (M), apprehensive (0), socially

precise (Q3), unconsciously defensive and hostile (PG-U), interested in his

career (CA-I) as well as being interested in accomplishing hings (SE-I) and

in social approval and concern about his general eputatio (SS-I). The

successful female is more sensitive (I), tense (Q4), consciously interested

in social approval and reputation (SS-U) and status (AS-U) while being inter-

ested in and receiving satisfaction from the opposite sex (SW-U, 94-I).
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The weights in Equations 2 and,4, Tables 96 and 97 suggest that the

unsuccessful male is somewhat less enthusiastic (F), conscientious (G), highly

suspicious (L), imaginative (M), unconsciously interested in his career (CA-U),

has unsatisfied drives toward security (FR-U), and is generally defensive and

hostile (PG-I). The unsuccessful female is intelligent (B), sensitive (I),

somewhat apprehensive (0), tense (Q4), and has some unsatisfied needs relating

to the opposite sex (SW-U).

The above discussion highlighted the major profile differences in

personality traits and motivations between male and female music educators.

While the equations were significant beyond the .05 level, the magnitude of

the weights was not large indicating that profile differences were in degree.

ADVISING AND COUNSELING MUSIC EDUCATION MAJORS

The fourth subproblem asked the question: what are the implications of

the use of personality measures for counseling and advising undergraduate music

education students? The answer to this question was one of interpreting the

findings.

The first consideration vas the validity of the music student teacher

rating data. Because more missing ratings were predicted than those that were

gathered, a serious validity problem became evident. This negated the use of

the music student teacher sample for cross validation purposes in Phase One

of the regression analyses as well as any separate investigations between success

groups of music student teachers on the personality and motivational variables.

With larger numbers of subjects in the student teaching group, cross validation

appeared promising as indicated by Phase Two findings which attempted to cross

validate the music educator equati s for teacher type groups internally as well

as externally to like ulusic student teacher groups. While these were insignifi-

cant st:Itistical)y, the hint of cross validation was evident.
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The second consideration was the size or magnitude of the multiple

regression equations found significant in Phase One. While these equations were

statistically significant and well cross validated beyond the .05 level indica-

ting that relationships existed between the motivational variables and the G and

G-R criteria, many persons would consider the multiple R's to be too low for

making any practical decisions.

The older literature in testing placed little value on tests with
moderate validity coefficients . . . According to this coefficient,
validity had to reach .86 before a test was "50 percent better than
chance." Tests with validity below .50 were thought to have
negligible practical value . Coefficients as low as .30 are of
definite practical value (Cronbach 1965:349).

For the G criterion, the personality test variables of the 16PF test

produced a multiple correlation coefficient of it.26 which was significant

beyond the .05 level but was not statistically significant on cross valida-

tion. Even so, this equation accounted fot 7 percent of the variance in the

criterion. The motivation equation produced a multiple R of .35 and a cross

validation r of .40 which accounted for 12.25 percent and 16 percent of the

variance in the criterion respectively. Almost one-sixth of a music educator's

gain success was significantly related to motivational variables alot::. No

variables representing musicianship, college training, years of teaching experi-

ence, and so forth contributed to this equation.

For the R criterion, the personality trait variables produced a multiple

R of .42 which was significant beyond the .05 level and which accounted for 17.64

percent of the variance in the criterion. This equation did not cross validate

significantly, but the suggestion of the relationships among personality trait

variables and music teaching success was evident. These relationships were

further highlighted in the profile section. No significant relationships appeared

to exist between the linear combination of the motivational variables and the R

criterion.
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Relationships.existed between the G+R criterion and the personality

trait variables which produced a multiple R of .39 which was significant beyond

the .05 level and accounted for 15.21 percent of the variance in the criterion.

The equation was not significant on cross validation. No significant relationships

appeared to exist between the G+R criterion and the motivational variables.

The G-R discrepancy criterion was not related to the personality trait

variables since no significant equations could be formulated. But, the

motivational variables produced a multiple correlation coefficient of R=.34

which was significant beyond the .05 level and a cross validation coefficient

of r=.28. These figures indicated that 11.56 percent and 7.84 percent of the

variances were accounted for by the equations respectively.

The above equations indicated that personality trait variables were

related to G and R although additional cross validation research will be needed;

that motivational dynamic variables were related to G and G-R; and that these

equations were somewhat more stable than the personality trait equations because

cross validation was significant. When the sample was partitioned into teacher

type and sex groups, the relationships were improved alt!,,:ugh cross validation

was impossible. In other words, sex interactions tended to lower the multiple

R's for the total sample because of sample heterogeneity. By partitioning the

sample into homogenous teacher type-sex groups, the size of the multiple

correlation coeificients was larger. Combine this information with the profile

analyses which also generated larger multiple R's, and evidence exists that

personality and motivational variables are related to music teaching success.

The profile analyses included multiple correlation coefficients ranging from

R=.45 to R=.72, which indicated that between 20 and 52 percent of the variances

in the profiles could he attributed to personality and motivational variables.

All of thi was useful information.
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Before one can advise and counsel future music educators, he must first

be able to describe in some meaningful way the personality and motivational

dimensions related to successful music teaching. If these can be defined to

some extent, they can be included in advising and counseling potential music

educators.

A test may appreciably improve predictive efficiency if it shows
an significant correlation with the criterion, however low.
Under certain circumstances, even validities as low as .20 or .30
may justify inclusion of the test in a selection program. For
many testing parposes, evaLlatien of tests in terms of the
error of estimate is unrealistically stringent. Consideration
must be given to other ways of evaluating the contribution of a
test, which take into account the types of decisions to be made
from the scores (Anastasi 19.68:131).

Predictive efficiency refers to those relationships among the experi-

mental and criterion variables which indicated that significant relationships

existed. Therefore, the resulting multiple R's were viewed as validity

coefficients. Would better judgments about potential music educators be made

by using the information derived from the multiple regression and profile

analyses than by not using this information?

A Counseling and Advisinq:Model

The findings of the study indicated that personality and motivational

variables were related to music teaching success criteria and that differences

exist for teacher type subgroups as well as for the sex and criterion profile

groups. An advising model must attempt to generalize both similarities and

differences as these relate to music teaching success.

In general, the music educator who is successful in both gain and rating

is intelligent although some evidence exists that the unsuccessful female music

educator is more intelligent than her successful colleague, is interested in

social approval and concerned about reputation, is assertive and driven towards

status, is interested in the opposite sex, enjoys sensual indulgences of all

kinds, and is somewhat hostile and defensive. The music educator who produced
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measurable learning in his or her pupils is also more conscientious. On the

other hand, the music educator who is highly rated, in addition to the previously

mentioned traits and motivations, is interested in security and receives satis-

faction from music teaching as a career. The successful male music educator in

both gain and rating is also more imaginative and somewhat apprehensive while.

the successful female is more practical and self assured.

The successful male music educator in both gain and rating in addition

to the above similarities tends to be stubborn, imaginative, apprehensive,

socially precise, interested in his home, receives satisfaction from music

teaching as a career, is interested in his accomplishments, social approval,

and status. He appears to be somewhat extraverted. If he desires to produce

more pupil measurable learning, he is more shrewd and astute, experimenting,

and interested in the opposite sex. On the other hand, if he is more interested

in being rated successfully by his pupils, peers, or superiors, he tends to be

more participating, enthusiastic, venturesome, concerned about status and more

ambitious. He appears to be more traditional in his interests, drives, and

behaviors.

In addition to the previously mentioned behaviors and interests for both

males and females who were successful in both gain and rating, the successful

G+R female appears to be more enthusiastic, conscientious, sensitive, practical,

forthright, self assured, group orielited, tense, and is somewhat interestea in

her home but experiences conflicts between her unconscious and conscious interests

in music teaching as a career as well as her interests in the opposite sex.

These conflicts could be interpreted to be related to what she considers to be

her duties at home versus her obligations to Ole job.

The female music educator who is successful in obtaining measurable pupil

learning, in addition to the above traits and interests, is more stubborn and

interested in accomplishing things. Or. the other hand, the female music educator
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who is rated successfully appears to be more suspicious, conscientious, shrewd

and astute, experimenting, and socially precise. She is more positive in

developing the interpersonal relationships required for obtaining positive

rating evaluations.

The overall attributes leading to music teaching success appear to be

those that can be identified during the undergraduate music teacher training

period for prospective teachers. While it is evident that advising and coun-

seling procedures would need to consider the major differences in personality

traits and motivations between the sexes as these relate to the criteria used

in the study, some generalizations can be offered.

The interpersonal relationship variables seem to be most important. Can

the potential music educator relate to elementary and secondary pupils? Is he

creative in structuring music lessons for children? Does he experiment with

differelt approaches or ideas? Is he concerned about his appearance and how

others think about him? Does he like to work with others to solve mutual

problems? Is he group oriented or does he prefer to work alone? Does he have

a happy self concept in that he is satisfied with himself and looks forward to

the future? Is he conscientious?

While stubbornness may be a quality for producing pupil music achieve-

ment, it may not get ti,e music education major graduated nor his first job.

Therefore, some of the attributes of a successful music educator which a music

major possesses may have to be pointed out to him before he applies for a position

or exerts himself in such a way that his superiors may fire him. It seems,

>lhowever, that intelligence would be the overriding factor helping the potential
4A;

teacher to moderate his behaviors.

The personality and motiva.:ional profiles of the individual music educa-

tion :;tudents could be used as guides in advising and counseling. If the student

has a strong interest and desire in teaching music but is less experimenting and
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not group oriented, the institution would need to provide him with experiences

to help him gain success in these areas. It is possible that a behavior modi-

fication program designed to affect changes in undergraduate music education

students' behaviors could be successful. But, most importantly, the use.of

personality and motivational instruments such as the ones used in the study

would identify individual strengths and weaknesses and help the adviser in

structuring the best possible program for the individual student. In other

words, advising and counseling would become more personalized.

The best type of program or model would be one which includes

regression techniques for further validating the significances of the rela-

tionships. While point predictions could be made, the importance of the

regression program would be to stabilize the equations, the relationships among

personality, motivational, and criterion variables, at the teacher training

institution by constan-ly cross validating and modifying as needed. While the

student would not need to be rejected or selected, the regression approach would

assist the adviser. For example, if one wanted to select potential music educa-

tors from the regression findings of the study, he could apply the b weights to

individuals' scores on the personality and motivation tests and make a point pre-

diction. Tne better technique and the one emphasized by Cronbach, Anastasi,

and Tatuoka is to establish some type of minimal cutoff or select -4on ratio. The

higher the selection cutoff, the lower the chances for making individual pre-

diction errors from the data. Yet, in determining a cutoff score, attention

should be given to Ow percentage of false rejects (those persons that were

rejected that would have been successful) and to false positives (those persons

that were accepted but were unsuccessful in the job) within the selected group.

In certain !;ituations, the cutoff point should be set sufficiently
high to exclude all but a few possible failures. This would be the
case when the job is of such a nature that a poorly qualified worker
could cause serious loss or damagi.. An example would be a commercial
airline pilot. Under other circulistances, it may be more important
to admit as many qualified persons as possible, at the risk of
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including more failures. In the latter case, the number of false
rejects can be reduced by the choice of a lower cutoff score.
Other factors that normally determine the position of the cutoff .

score include the available personnel supply, the number of job
openings, and the urgency or speed with which the openings must
be filled (Anastasi 1968:133).

In advising and counseling, it would be unnecessary to set a cutoff

point. Rather, the individual's score would be used in combination with other

evidence to structure his program of studies and to assist him with the kinds

of experiences best suited for helpi g him to become a successful music educator.

The regression or discriminant approaches would satisfy the requirements for

advising and counseling. Students would be neither accepted nor rejected on

the bases of personality or motivation; but, they would be structured into

learning experiences designed to develop their competencies for music teaching

success. Personal and motivational competencies appear to be quite important

and should be considered by teacher training institutions as part of the music

teacher training program.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Problem

The purpose of the study was to investigate the relationships between

personality and motivational variables and music teaching success criteria.

Answers to the following questions provided partial answers to the problem:

1. What are the relationships among teacher accountability criteria

used to define music teaching success:

a. class mean residual gain scores of pupils
h. teacher ratings by pupils
c. teacher ratings by principals
d. teacher ratings by supervisors
e. teacher ratings by peers
f. teacher self ratings

2. What are the relationships and interrelationships of the personality

variables measured by the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire and the

motivational variables measured by the Motivation Analysis Test to music teaching

success?

3. Do personality profiles differ for successful and unsuccessful male

and female music educators?

4. What are the implications of the use of personality measures for

counseling and advising undergraduate music education stuJents?

The Sample

The study was divided into two main samples: music educator and music

student teacher. The primary focus of the study was directed to the music

362
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educator sample which was partitioned as follows for analyses: (1) total music

educator sample (N=209), (2) music educator derivation sample (80 percent of

the total sample N=168), (3) music educator cross validation sample (20 percent

of the total sample N=41), (4) female choral N:4104, (5) female instrumental

N=12, (6) male choral N=26, (7) male instrumental N=68, (8) female music

educators N=115, and (9) male music educators N=94. These subjects were loca-

ted in 16 states and 80 school districts in the United States and Puerto Rico.

A $15.00 gratuity was paid to 55 percent of the sample (N=115) in order

to obtain subjects teaching music in socially disadvantaged schools and to

attract teachers with widely varying abilities, years of teaching experience,

and ages. The final sample included 63 percent of the subjects teaching in

socially advantaged schools (N=131) , 15 percent teaching in combination schools

(N=31) , and 22 percent (N=47) teaching in socially disadvantaged schools.

Teachers' data were not used in the final analyses if they failed to

satisfy one or more of the following design requirements: (1) pre and post-

testing of their pupils, (2) more than 12 pupils for music achievement testing,

and (3) more than 2 rating evaluations. Subjects were also eliminated from the

study if their data were suspect in any way.

From the total of 290 music educators originally selected from over 500

invited, 209 were used in the final analyses. The attrition from 290 to 209

subjects accounted for 28 percent of the total sample.

The music student teachers were 73 senior music education majors

attending 7 teacher training institutions: University of Illinois, Eastern.

Illinois University, Western Illinois University, Illinois State University,

Millikin University, Elmhurst College, and Oklahoma City University. From a

population of over 183 music student teachers, 93 were selected to participate

of whom 73 were used in Lilo final analyses. Attrition from 93 to 73 subjects

represented 22 percent cat the music suclent teacher sample. Subjects were elim-

inated from the study if fewer than 3 rating evaluations were available.
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The music student sample was partitioned as foll6ws: female

choral majors N=32, female instrumental majors N=12, male choral majors N=4,

and male instrumental majors N=25. Of this sample, 64 percent of the subjects

were attending large public teacher training institutions, 2S percent were

attending medium sized public institutions, and 11 percent were attending

medium private teacher train. ; institutions. The primary use of the

music student teacher sample was for cross validation purposes.

Music Teaching Success Criteria

Criterion validity was a principal concern in the study which sampled

the domains of music teaching success. Six criteria were selected for investi-

gation because these appeared to be major ways of evaluating teaching success:

1. Class mean residual gain scores of pupils
2. Teacher ratings by pupils
3. Teacher ratings by building principals .

4. Teacher ratings by supervisors
5. Teacher ratings by peers
0. Teacher self ratings

These six criteria represented two primary domains of music teacher accounta-

bility: (1) an objective criterion represented by the class mean residual gain

scores of pupils and (2) a subjective criterion represented by ratings of music

teaching success.

Criterion referenced tests for the pupil gain construct were specially

prepared for each participating music educator's class by the investigator from

the standardized Music Achievement Tests I -IV by Richard J. Colwell. Permission

was granted from the test publishers, the Follett Educational Corporation, to

duplicate the machine scored answer sheets lithographically and to dub tape

recordings from the published records. Music educators selected 5 music behavior-

al objectives from a list of 15 which related specifically to MAT subtests and

pertained to what the music educators were teaching their pupils in the class

used for music achievement testim;. F:.)m the 5 selected objectives, the
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investigator cho:;e 3 for pre and posttesting. A total of 47 specially prepared

music achievement tests and tapes were prepared.

The 23,596 test answer sheets were scored by hand. Scoring accuracy was

checked bv the project consultant and found to be at 99 Bptc4nt. The 1 percent

error figure was substantially lower than the 28 percent average for hand

scorirT of standardied tests.

A multiple regression equation was used to derive the class mean residual

gain score. Covariates included (1) a variable created from the following

vJriahles: (a) meetings times per week for each music class, (b) the minutes

per session for each music class, (c) the i.nterval for instruction between pre

and posttesting, and (d) the socioeconomic classification of the school; (2) the

meeting ti:ays per week variable; and (3) the class mean pretest score on the

specially prepared music achievement test. By subtracting theactual class mean

scorL from the predicted score, the deviation or class mean residual gain score

was derived and became the G (gain) criterion. The sample was rank ordered from

ivh to low in G.

The Illinois Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire (ITEQ) was used to gather

thc ritini; evaluations. ITEQ is the only published and standardized instrument

desi,,,ned for secondary school pupil evaluations of teachers although there are

other published questionnaire designed for college students' evaluations of

inrtrucLion iind instructors. With permission from the publisher, the University

of Illinois' Office of Measurement and,Research, the investigator amended the

ITEQ queccioni,aire to a 23 item form to facilitate gathering of

rtincs from principals, supervisors, peers, and selves.

1TilQ is a forced choice questionnaire which uses a 4 point scale from

,;trwy.ly art to stroni,Jy disagree for item statements. The music educator

tudent teacher data were standardized for each sample from the 4 point

:ale to d tt.n point scale with a mean of 5.50 and a standard deviation of 2.00.
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Missing ITEQ data were predicted for 66 of the 209 music educators and

for 38 of the 73 music student teachers using multiple regression techniques.

While 183 music educator subjects had complete ITEQ data and these data were

used to generate the missing rating predictions, only 143 of these subjects were

used in the final analyses because they satisfied the music achievement testing

design requirements. Only 35 subjects in the music student teacher sample had

complete rating data.

The 5 rating variables for both samples were then submitted separately

to a "Principal Components-Principal Axis Factor Analysis Program" in which the

investigator called for 5 factors from which the first principal component was

used to generate a factor score for each participating subject. The weighted

factor score was used as the R (rating) criterion for each sample. The samples

were :ink ordered from high to low in R.

Two additional criterion variables were constructed from the G and R

domains for the music educator sample. G+g represented a composite music

educator success criterion which added the R to the G score. G-R represented

a discrepancy criterion which subtracted the R score from the G score. These

criterion variables were 4 constructs of music teaching success: G (gain),

R (rating), G+R (gain plus rating), and G-R (gain minus rating).

The Experimental Variables

The Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF) - 1967 Edition,

Forms A and B by Raymond B. Cattell and Herbert W. Eber provided 16 experimental

variables in the temperament t-,ait domain of psychometric theory. These 16

factors retained their conceptual validities as unitary source traits in other

cultures thus showing that they are of substantial scientific universality

(Cattell and others 1910 :13-14). Following are the 16 primary factors used in

the study. The descriptive terms most meaningful to music educator interpre-

tations an! used rather than the clinical definitions.
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A Reserved, Detached
B Low intelligence
C Easily upset
E Accommodating, Docile
F Sober, Serious, Taciturn
G Expedient, Disregards rules
H Shy, Timid
I Tough-minded, tUalistic,
L Trusting, Accepting
M Practical
N Forthright, Unpretentious
O Self Assured, Complacent
Q1 Conservative, Traditional
Q2 Group oriented, Joiner
Q3 Lax, Careless of social rules
Q4 Relaxed, Unfrustrated
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Outgoing, Participating
High intelligence
Mature, Calm
Aggressive, Competitive, Stubborn
Enthusiastic, Happy-Go-Lucky
Conscientious, Persistent
Venturesome, Socially bold
Tender-minded, Sensitive
Suspicious, Haru to fool
Imaginative
Astute, Socially polished
Apprehensive, Worrying, Insecure
Experimenting, Liberal
Self sufficient, Resourceful
Socially precise, Controlled
Tense, Driven, Frustrated

The Motivation Analysis Test by Cattell and others provided 20 experi-

mental motivation and interest variables in the dynamic dimensions of psycho-

metric theory. MAT measured drives, feelings, sentiments, and attitudes in two

areas, each including 10 variables: (1) Unintegrated Motive Strengths reflect

that portion of the total dynamic energy that is unconscious and somewhat unful-

filled and (2) Integrated Motive Strengths reflect the conscious and satisfying

dimension indicating that the individual has had successful experiences in those

areas tapped by the test: Integrated Motive Strengths are like habit strengths.

A conflict in motivation exists when the individual has a high Unintegrated (U)

and a low Integrated (I) score on the same dimension. The 10 MAT U and I

variables are listed below:

CA

HO
FR
NA

SE

SS

MA
PG

AS
S4

Career Sentiment
Home-Parental Sentiment
Fear Drive
Narcism-Comfort Drive
Superego Sentint
Self Sentimen.
Mating Drive
Pugnacity-Sadism Drive
Assertiveness Drive
Sweetheart-Spouse Sentiment

The above personality and motivational dimensions yielded 36 experimental

variables for investigation: 16 from the 16PF Lest and 20 from the MAT test.
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Because two main domlins of psychometric theory were measured -- the personality

trait domain and the dynamic domain -- analyses were conducted separately for

each one: the 36 variables were not used together.

Although the tests were scored and normed so that both male and female

subjects could be used in the same analyses (and most research studies in

personality in music education combined the sexes), there was enough evidence

in the clinical and counseling literature in personality to warrant investi-

gating possible sex, personality-motivation, and criterion relationships. These

analyses revealed the need for additional experimental moderating variables

accounting for interaction effects. Moderators are those factors intervening

between the predictor and criterion variable sets.

Scx and music teacher type or sfe-Ciality (choral and instrumental)

were included as two additional experimental variables. Furthermore, the analyses

revealed differences between the sexes as the personality and motivational

variables related to the music teaching success criteria.

For the 16PF temperament trait variables, interactions or differences

between the sexes for music teaching success (e.g successful music educators)

existed on Factors E, G, M, and N. This indicated that the male music educator

tended to be mole accommodating and the female more stubborn (E), the male more

conscientious and the female more expedient (C) , the male more imaginative and

the female more practical (M), and the male astute and socially polished and

the female more forthright.

One teacher type interaction was noted necessitating an additional

experimental moderating type variable. Factor 0 when compared to teacher type

and music teaching success criteria suggested that the successful instrumental

music educator was more apprehensive, worrying, and insecure than the successful

ch gal music educator who was more self assured and complacent.

Four sex and criterion interactions were found for the motivational
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variables: Unintegrated Home-Parental (H0-11), Unintegrated Self Sentiment

(SS-U), Integrated Self Sentiment (SS -I) , and Integrated Pugnacity-Sadism

(PG-I). The successful male music educator had more unconscious interest in

his home and family life than the successful female; the male was less social

than the successful female who tended towards needing social and peer approval

both consciously and unconsciously: she enjoyed socializing with others; and

the male was more hostile and defensive than the successful female music

educator. No teacher type and criterion interactions were discovered for the

motivational variables.

A total of 11 additional experimental variables were included in the

design of the study. Sex and teacher type were included as two dichotomous

variables. In order to account for the interactions, the variables were multi-

plied times the interactionary cause in order to create moderators accounting

for the interactions. The 9 interaction variables, moderators, were created

from Factor E, FacLor G, Factor M, Factor N, Factor 0, 110 -U, SS-U, SS-I, and

PG-I.

pl

The most important test is between treatments, the first of the
main effects. Next in importance, perhaps, equally important,
are the interactions involving treatments. Take the interaction
treatments X sex. If this were significant, it would mean that
the amount of information a teacher possesses about students
has an influence on student achievement, but boys are influenced
differently than girls. Boys with teachers who possess informa-
tion about their pupils may do better than boys whose teachers
do not have such information, whereas it may be the opposite
with girls, or it may make no difference one way or the other
(Kerlinger 1973:356).

The above quote highlights the importance of investigating interactions

and their effects. BccauSe interactions needed to be handled, the sex and type

variables at which interactions occurred were introduced as additional experi-

mental variables created by multiplyini; the variable affected times sex or type

thus cieatin the 9 additional experimental variables. Therefore, the person-

ality trait analyses included 23 exper.mental variables (16 primary factors,
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sex, type, 4 moderating variables accounting for sex interactions, and 1 moder-

ating variable accounting for type interaction) while the motivation analyses

included 26 experimental variables (20 primary dimensions, sex, type, and 4 sex

interacting moderating variables). While the 16PF test affords secondary and

tertiary personality-trait dimensions, these are comprised of various combina-

tions of primary factors --.the original 16 factors: these dimensions were not

included as experimental variables because they would obfuscate the regression

analyses.

The gathering of the personality and motivational data required between

3 and 4 hours of music educator and music student teacher questionnaire testing

time. The 3 psychometric testing instruments yielded the most comprehensive

personality trait and motivational measurement tin music education research to date.

SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS

Attrition

The reason frequently offered for refusing participation in the study was

related to the considerable' amount bf music educator and pupil time perceived by

potential subjects and their administrative superiors. This reduced the music

educator sample from over 300 to 290 committed subjects and from over 183 to 93

music student teacher subjects. Affecting this attrition of the first type was

perhaps an internalized fear of being objectively and subjectively evaluated in

terms of pupil growth and ratings of music teaching success.

While both samples were weighted in favor of the female choral and male

instrumental groups, these weightings were not markedly affected by secondary

attrition: from 290 to 209 music educators (28 percent attrition) and from

91 to 73 music student teachers (22 percent attrition). Furthermore, attrition

did not cliftIct the samples as far as music educators teaching in large and small

school districts or in socially advantaged to socially disadvantaged schools; and



351

student teachers atlynding large public, small public, and small private teacher

training institutions.

The music educators who were paid the $15.00 gratuity to participate in

the study had a higher attrition rate than the unpaid subjects. This was perhaps

due to a less internalized commitment to the study by the paid subjects.

The addition of the paid subjects partially helped to lower the bias of

the unpaid subjects as far as commitment to the investigator, age, years of

teaching experience, and amount of post bachelor's degree training were concerned.

The paid subjects were older, had more years of teaching experience, and slightly

less graduate training than the unpaid subjects.

A considerable amount of music student teacher data was collected dir-

ectly from cooperating teachers and college supervisors. If these persons failed

to complete the ratings or cooperate with the study, the student teachers data

were not used. The music student teachers' fears of evaluation were not a factor

in secondary attrition.

Attrition did not affect the relative weightings or biases of the samples:

these remained relatively stable. It appeared that both samples were multi7

farious in nature.

Subproblem 1.

The first subproblem asked the question: what are the relationships

among teacher accountability criteria used to define music teaching success:

a. class mean residual gain scores of pupils
b. teacher ratings by pupils

c. teacher ratings by principals
d. teacher ratings by supervisors
e. teacher ratings by peers

f. teacher self ratings

All the null hypotheses were testedbeyond the .05 level of significance.

HO
1

The addition of the two covariates to the pretest class
mean score will not significantly contribute CO the
residual gain score equatlon.
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The created ariable and the meeting times per week variable did not

significantly contribute to the multiple regression equation. H01 could not

be rejected, and the finding was that the residual gain program was similar to

analysis of covariance because the class mean pretest score contributed the

most to the prediction of the class mean posttest score.

H 02 There will be no significant differences among the 4
pretesting time groups in class mean residual gain
scores (G).

A one by tour analysis of variance found significant differgnces beyond

the .01 level among the 4 pretesting time groups in G thus rejecting H02. t-test

analyses found significant differences between groups 1 and 3 (September-

October and January-February), groups 1 and 4 (September-October and March),

and groups 1-2 and 3-4 (September-October, November-December and January-

February and March) beyond the .01 level, and between groups 3 and 4

(January-February and March) beyond the .05 level. The music educator sample was

stratified into 3 pretesting time groups: Group 1-2 reflecting pretesting times

during the first semester months of September, October, November, and December;

Group 3 reflecting pretesting during the first two months of the second semester

(January and February); and Group 4 reflecting pretesting during March. The

music educators were rank ordered from high to low according to class mean

residual gain scores within each of the 3 pretesting groups. The total rank

ordered sample was accomplished by percentage allocation according to the number

of subjects in each pretesting time group. The subjects in each pretesting time

group were assigned a rank according to the percentage of subjects in each group

and were then rank ordered from I to 209.

H03 There will be no significant intercorrletions among
the 5 rating variables for the music educator sample.

HOi WAS rejycted with the exception of the supervisor to self correla-

t ion. All of the other intercorrelati,sns for the music educator ratings were

siv,nificant huyond the .05 level; pup .t 10 principal, pupil to supervisor,
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principal to peer, and principal to self; and supervisor to peer beyond the .01

level; and self to peer beyoad the .05 level.

H04 There will be no significant intercorrelations among the
S rating variables for the music student teacher sample.

HO
4
was rejected for the following music student teacher rating corre-

lations: supervisor to cooperating teacher, supervisor to peer, and self to

peer beyond the .01 level, and cooperating teacher to pupil ratings beyond the

.05 level. 1104 failed to be rejected for the following correlations: pupil to

supervisor, pupil to peer, pupil to self, cooperating teacher to peer, coopera-

ting teacher to self, and supervisor to self ratings.

1105 There will be no significant differences in rating evaluations
among teacher type and grade level groups.

Analysis of variance analyses conducted on the 5 ratings of music teach-

ing success for 6 groups of music educators (1. elementary choral, 2. elementary

instrumental, 3. middle school choral, 4. middle school instrumental, 5. high

school choral, and 6. high school instrumental) indicated no significant differ-

ences beyond the .05 level. 1105 could not be rejected.

11O
6

There will be no identifiable rating factors for the
music educator sample.

Thu factor analysis program which generated the factor scores for the

R criterion also investigated the possibility of identifiable rating factors

within the 5 rating variables. This was a byproduct of the study, and rating

factors per se were not investigated in depth because no varimax rotation was

used. The primary pnrpof:e was for weighting the ratings. Nevertheless, there

were rating factors which appeared to emerge which indicated that H06 could be

rejected even though the hypothesis was not tested at a predetermined level of

significance. The first factor or possible subdotnain appeared to be an adult

rating factor as indicated by the closeness of the weights for the supervisor,

principal, and peer rating variable:;: these 3 ratings appeared to cluster.
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The second factor appeared to be the self rating domain while the third

factor appeared to be the pupil rating subdomain. Factors 4 and 5 were less

distinct but appeared to be peer and supervisor dimensions respectively.

H07 There will he no identifiable rating factors for the
music student teacher sample.

The principal components factor analysis which generated the factor

rating scores for the music student teacher sample appeared to identify 4

possible rating subdomains. Like the music educator procedure, no varimax rota-

r.
Tion was used although this holds interest for future investigations. Because

there appeared to be 4 rating subdomains, H07 was tentatively rejected. The

pupil dimension or subdomain appeared in Factor 2 while Factor 1 appeared to be

an adult rating subdomain as indicated by the cooperating teacher and supervisor

ratings. Factor 3 appeared to be the self rating dimension while Factors 4 and

5 appeared to he the cooperating teacher and supervisor dimensions respectively.

Because of the possible invalidity of the music student teacher ratings, the

above findings may be impuissant.

HO
8

There will he no significant relationships between G and R
for the tollowing teacher type groups: female choral,
female instrumental, male choral, and male instrumental.

Two Analyses were conducted for testing 1108. The first used the

Spearm,w's rho LechiOque for ranked data for investigating the relationships

between G and I( for the female choral, female instrumental, male choral, and male

instrumental groups of the music educator sample. There were no significant

relationship,: between G and A for the 4 teacher type groups as indicated by rho

beyond thv .05 level, and the. 1108 hypotheses failed to be rejected. When the

regular Pearson product moment correlation coefficient was used to investigate

H08, a slihtly ditferent finding, occurred. The male instrumental group's R to G

correlation was :
:ica:It beyond Inc .10 level which, for the purposes of the

study which a,.cepted the .H5 level, wa! not significant. The male choral group's

R co G correlation was 5:h:nilicant be:...nd the .05 level and the total male group's
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R to G correlation WAS significant.beyond the .02 level thus rejecting, in part,

the null hypothesis. The correlational analyses for the female groups supported

the rho findings. These correlations were barely positive in direction indica-

ting that relationships existed but were minimal and insignificant. H08 was not

rejected for the female groups and partially rejected for the male groups

although these latter findings were somewhat disparate.

1109 There will be no significant relationships between
G and R for the music educator sample.

For the total sample, no significant relationship between G and K was

found using the Pearson Product Moment Correlation. 1109 was not rejected since

there appeared to he no significant relationship between G and R for the total

music educator sample.

11010 There were no significant relationships between G-R and
R for total sample and teacher type groups.

The G-R to R correlations were all negatively significant beyond

the .05 level. 11010 was rejected.

noll
There w.-e no significant relationships between G-R and
G for total sample and teacher type groups.

All the G-R to G correlations were significant beyond the .05 level.

0
HO

11
was rejected.

11012 There were no sinificant relationships between G+R and
nor total sample and teacher type groups.

110
1 .3

There were no significant relationships between G+11 and
G for total sample and teacher type groups.

10014. There Were no significant relation;:hips between G+R
and G -it for the total sample and teacher type groups.

All the Gfit to R (11012) and G+R to G 0013) correlations were very close

in actual numerical figures and were significant beyond the .01 level. The null

hypotheses were rejected. The G+R to G-il correlat ion:; were all right around

zero as expected for zero order correlations. HO
14

failed to be rejected.
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nn.s 11010 through HO 14 substantiated the finding that two domains

of music teaching success were being tapped in the study: an objective domain G

and a subjective domain R. This finding required that separate regression

o

analyses with the experimental variables would have to be conducted for each

criterion.

1 {O 15
There were no significant relationships among gain, the
5 rating variables, and sex for the total sample.

There were no significant correlations among gain, the 5 rating

variables, and sex for the music educator sample.. HOI5 failed to be rejected

further substantiating the finding of two music teaching criterion domains.

Subproblem 2

The second subproblem asked the question: what are the relationships

and interrelationships of the personality variables measured by the Sixteen

Personality Factor Questionnaire and the motivational variables measured by the

Motivation Analysis Test to music teaching success?

H016 There will be no significant interrelationships among
9 artificially stratified music teacher success groups,
sex, and the 35 experimental personality and motivational

variables.

The first analyses artificially stratified the total music educator

sample into 9 success groups: (1) high rating-high gain, (2) high rating-

medium gain, (3) high rating-low gain, and so forth to (9) low rating-low gain.

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to test hypothesis H016 and

included the 9 success groups, sex, and the 36 personality and motivational

variables. A siA;nificant 5eX and experimental variables main effect was found

beyond the .01 level, and H01(, was rejected.

11O
1

There will be no perceptible sex interactions or
interrelationships betweL- he individual 36 experi-

ental the 4 criterion variables.

11016 There will he no perceptible music teacher type inter-
actions or InterrelationAips between the individual
in experimental variableii and the 4 criterion variables.
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The next analyses generated the correlations between the predictors
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(the personality and motivational variables) and the 4 criteria for each teacher

type sex group: female choral, female instrumental, male choral, and male

instrumental. These correlational analyses aided in locating sex (H017) and

type (It018) interactions experimental variable by variable since these appeared

as differences among the teacher type subsamples in the predictor-criterion

relationsbips. The interactions were located across all 4 criteria. While

there were ;:ometimes more pronounced differences for an experimental variable

for certain groups on one or more of the 4 criteria, the idenrification of the

interactions was made from differences in the correlations co the 4 criteria.

There appear to be two approaches for handling the problem of inter-

vening variables or interactions. The first approach to this design problem

is to create additional predictor variables which attempt to account for the

interaLtions of sex and type. This allows for total sample predictions. This

was done in Phase One of the study. The second is to stratify the sample into

more homogeneous subgroups according to the interactions. This was done in

Phase Two of the study which stratified the sample into music teacher sex type

groups: female choral, female instrumental, male choral, and male instrumental.

Today, there is considerable controversy in the literature about the

handling of intervening variables and the appropriate statistical models for use

in research designs. Five statistical procedures include total group least

squares linear regression, within group linear regression, Bayesian regression,

full probability weiv,htin;;, and reduced probability rating. All have their

proponents And opponents, and no satisfactory solution has been rendered. The

least squares linear revrssion models were used in the study.

Tho inre FTerific prediction models have the additional advantage
01 more inior:Aation in predicting performance . . .

di-stinguishim; subpopulations within the total sample, one
is trading an increase in homogeneity for a loss in precision of
parameter estimation. respe t to tie present problem, the
subgroup homov,eneity has been well docuwented . . .
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A possible solution is the idea of incorporating the dimensions
important in defining the subgroups as additional independent
variables in the total least squares regression . , . The

total least squares procedure . . . produced the optimal result

. . . Clearly' 0 direction for future research should involve
examination of conditions which serve to recommend incorporation
of intervening variables as additional predictors rather than
using them to define subgroups (Lissitz and Schounfeldt 1974:72).

Interactions necessitated the inclusion of additional experimental

moderators in the prediction regression equations in order to account for the

interaction. Otherwise, the ensuing predictions would result in obfuscations

due to the interactionary effects. The personality and motivational variables

which were suspected to be affected by interactions were multiplied times the

interactionary cause, sex or teacher type, in order to create additional

moderati_ng experimental variables accounting for the interactions.

There appeared to be 8 sex interactions: Factor E, Factor G, Factor M,

and Factor N from the loPF variables and 110-U, SS-U, SS-I, and PG-I from the

MAT variables. 1101/ was rejected: there were perceptible sex interactions.

Only one type interaction appeared to he of sufficient magnitude to

warrant the creation of one additional experimental moderating variable. This

was 16PF Factor O. 1(018 was rejected.

There will be no significant relationships between
the personality variables and the music leachin
success criteria for the total music educator sample.

11019 G criterion

11020 criterion

11021 criterion

HO
22

-it criterion

H023 The above relationships, if significant, will not cross
validate to a like sample of music edu,..itors.

The lE, primary factors from th,..! 16PF as well a!: chi: 4 moderating; :;ex

aod 1 nmderatin4 type variilhles as well as sex and type compried the experi-

mental variables for prdictin;; music %cachihp, success from the personality
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trait variables 1I01:9 through 11022 as well as for the cross validation

hypctheses - A total of 23 experimental variables was used to investi-

gate the relationship between the personality variables and music teaching

success criteria.

The multiple regression equation for the G criterion produced a multiple

corrclation coefficient of R=.2 which was significant beyond the .05 level.

ii014 WJS initially rejected. However, on cross validation, the equation was

not substantiated, and H023 failed to be rejected for H019. The cross valida-

t ion coefticient was r= -.08. The finding was that there appeared to be no

siniiicant relationships between the personality variables and the G criterion

that were stabl-1.

5.quatiou for the R criterion (11020) produced a multiple R of .42

which c-;as i cant beyond CIL! .05 level. H020 was reject,:d. On cross

validation, t!.%2 cquation was 'IA significant (r= -.23) and H023 for H020 was not

rejected. The f'ndin was that while personality variables appeared to he

related to these rclat'ionships were unstable.

.1:A equation for the Gi-R criterion produced a multiple correlation

(0, of ..19 ,:kich was sir,nificant beyoi i the .05 level. H021 was initially

11"t.''! . The cross validation coefficient. (r= -.13) was not significant, and

E02i I,r not rejected. The findir.g was that while personality vari-

A: 2 to !,2 related to G+It, the relationships were unstable.

i si t i:.c::r re?..resion venation was significant for the

v hU:: to he rejected. The finding c:as that there appeared

) 1ten the prsonality vciahlus and the G-R criterion.

1 .0 fro.;1 tic above analyses wa:4 that the basic tempera-

;: u :..-a.:ured 5y tie lf:PF test was related to music teaching

C, 1, GfR. On cross validation, however, the

indica: lira; cro,: validation sample instability.
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This finding differs significantly from previous research.

There will be no significant relationships between
the motivational variables and the music teaching
success criteria for the total music educator sample.

H024 G criterion

11025 it criterion

11026
G-Flt criterion

HO
27

G-A criterion

H0
28

The above relationships, if significant, will not
cross validate to a like sample of music educators.

Four sex criterion moderating variables plus sex and teacher type were

added to the 20 experimental motivational variables for the regression analyses

investigating relationships among motivational variables and music teaching

success criteria. The multiple regression equation for the G criterion produced

a multiple correlation coefficient of .35 which was significant beyond the .05

level which indicated that 12 percent of the variance in the G criterion could

be accounted for by the motivational variables. H024 was rejected. On cross

validation, the equation was significant beyond the .01 level (r= .40), and

H028 for HO
24

was rejected. The finding was that significant relationships

existed between the motivational variables and the G criterion. The stability

of the equation improved on cross validation and between 12 and 16 percent of

the variance in G was accounted for, by the motivational variables.

Nosignifieant multiple regression equations could be formulated to

the R and GfR criteria. 11025 and UO2
b

as well as the cross validation equations

H028 were not rejected. The finding was that there appeared to he no relation-

ships among the motivational variables and the R and G+R criteria.

The multiple regression equation for the G-R discrepancy criterion was

significant beyond the .05 level. Cross validation was also significant. H027

and the cross validation equation H02f, for H027 were rejected. The finding was
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that relationships e3isted between the motivational variables and the G-R

criterion. This may be the most significant finding of the study because it

indicated that motivational variab1 L1 help to explain the discrepancy between

subjective and objective evaluations. of a music educator's performance.

Phase Two

As a result of the PhaseOne findings discussed above, it was determined

that sex and teacher type were interacting with the personality and motivational

variables in fairly powerful ways. The net effect of such interactions Was. to

lower the significance of the relationships for the combined sample; hence, the

relatively low but significant multiple R's. Phase Two analyses attempted to

see if the relationships among success criteria and the motivational and

personality variables could be improved by stratifying the sample into teacher

type sex groups.

Separate stepwise multiple regression equations were formulated for

each teacher type sex group for the 16PF and MAT experimental variables including

the 11 additional moderating, sex, and type variables for investigating the

relationships between personality and motivational variables and the 4 music

teaching success criterion variables. The total sample (N=209) was used because

the derivation sample was too small when partitioned into the teacher type sub-

groups. As it was, there were too few subjects in the male choral and female

instrunental subgroups to meaningfully interpret the data.

The music student teachr- §ample was used to cross validate the equations

to the R criterion. Furthermore, the equations derived for each teacher type

group were cross validated to the other teacher type groups. Heuristically

this approach appeared sensible for investigating sample heterogeneity.
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There will be no significant relationships between
the personality variables and the music teaching
success criteria for female choral music educators.

11029 G criterion

1 {030
It criterion

11031 G+R criterion

H032 G-a criterion

11033 The above relationships, if significant, will not cross
validate to the music student teacher sample on the
It eritetion.

HO.
34

The above relationships, if significant, will not cross
validate to the othev teacher type groups.

There were significant relationships between the personality variables

and the 4 criteria for the female choral group of music educators. H029 through

H032 were rejected. The findings were that relationships existed: however,

these equations did not cross validate to the other teacher type groups and to

the music student teacher group for the R criterion. 1{033 and H034, the cross

validation hypothe.ses, failed to be rejected. Female choral music educators

appeared to be homogeneous and different in personality from the other teacher

type groups.

There will be no significant relationships between
the motivational variables and the music teaching
success criteria for female choral music educators.

11035 G criterion

1 {036 It criterion

11037 GR criterion

11038 G-U criterion

110.39 The above relationships, if significant, will not cross
validate to the music student teacher sample on the
R criterion.

HOcn The ahovu relationships, if !;ignificant, will not cross
to the other te,Icher type group;.

There were si;;nificant relatiA!iships between the motivational variables

and the music teechin success criteria for female choral music educators.
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11035 through H038 were rejected. These equations did not cross validate to

the other teacher type groups nor#to the music student teacher sample on the

R criterion. H039 and 11046 could not be rejected.

There will be no significant relationships between
the personality variables and the music teaching
success criteria for male instrumental music educators.

11041 C criterion

HO,. K criterion

110,4.
3

G+R criterion

HO G-R criterion

H045 The above relationships, if significant, will not cross
validate to the music student teachers sample on the
K criterion.

11046 The above relationships, if significant, will not cross
validate to the other teacher type groups.

There was a ::ignificant relationship between the personality variables

and the R criterion for the male instrumental group. No relationships appeared

to exist among the personality variables and the G, CH&, and G-R criteria.

Cross validation to the music student teacher group on the K criterion vls

negative and not significant. 11049 was not rojected as was H046: there were no

significant cross validations to the other teacher type groups. H041, H043, and

11044 failed to be rejected. The finding was that relationships appeared to

exist between the personality variables and the K criterion: 11042 was rejected.

There will be no significant relationships between
the motivational variables and the music teaching
success criteria for male instrumental music educators.

HO , G criterion

1(04b K criterion

HO GiA criterion

HO G-A criterion
50

H051 The above relationships, if significant , will not cross
validate La the IM:S1\: srAen.t teachf.r :.,unple on the

A criterion.

Ge

r-
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11052 The above relationships, if significant, will not cross
validate to the other teacher type groups.

There were sibnificant relationships between the motivational variables

and the R, G+R, and G-t. ctiteria. There was no significant relationship

between the motivational variables and the G criterion for the male instrumental

group. Cross validation was not significant. H051 and 11052 failed to be

rejected. 11048, 11049, and H050 were rejected and indicated that relationships

existed between the motivational variables and the R, G+R, and G-R criteria.

11047 failed to be rejected since no significant motivational equation predicted

the G criterion. Because cross validation was insignificant, it appeared that

the male instrumental group was homogeneous PS far as personality and motivation

were concerned.

lu general, the significance of the relationships among personality,

motivational and criterion variables was improved by partitioning the sample

into music teacher type subgroups although these relationships could not be

substantiated on like samples of subjects as they were in Phase One findings.

The attempt to cross validate the equations to the other teacher type groups

(internal cross validation) was to further investigate whether personality and

motivational variables which were related to success for one subgroup were

related to other teacher type subgroups for the same criteria. The finding that

none of these cross validation null hypotheses could he rejected indicated that

the music educator sample was heterogeneous. In other words, each teacher type

subgroup w,:!-; homogeneous requiring different combinations of personality and

motivational variable!, which contributed to the multiple regression equations.

None of the significant equations for the personality and motivational

variables to R cross validated to the music student teacher samples. Inter-

esting, howevec, was that a hint of cross validation was evident for the feilaie
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choral group in the personality domain. While the coefficient was not

significant, there was possible evidence that with larger numbers of subjects

and more valid criteria, the relationships might be enhanced.

here were significant relationships among personality and motivational

variables aid music Leaching success criteria for the female choral and male

instrumental groups. Further research will be needed to substantiate the

relationships for the female instrumental and male choral groups as well as

for cross validations.

Subproblem 3

The third subproblem asked the question: do personality profiles differ

for successful and unsuccessful male and female music educators? Profiles were

attempts to explain the differences between success groups of music educators.

. In essence, the investigator was searching for hints of symbiosis between the

regression and the profile findings.

The music educator sample was stratified into male and female success

groups for both G and it criteria: successful or high (upper 25 percent), average

or middle (miuule 50 percent) , and unsuccessful or low (lower 25 percent). The

average groups were not used in the analyses. Two group stepwise multiple

discriminant analyses were used to test the profile hypotheses.

There will he no significant personality profile differences
between successful and unsuccessful groups of music educators
for the G and R criteria when investigated separately by sex.

11053 Male gain

HO,, 1"eale gain

H055 Male rating

HO,. Female raLihv,

Null hypotheses H05. thruti,..h hO, wort rojocted hoaw:c thoro wore significant

personality prutile dittcrences between !;ucces:,::u1 uh:alc,-esf.ful groups of

music educator:: levord the .05 level i: signi!icance on the 4 criteria .

r.,1111



.366

There will be no significant motivational profile differences
between successful and unsuccessful groups of music educators
for the G and R criteria when investigated separately by sex.

1HO
57

Male gain

IR058 Female gain

H050 Male retire;

1i060 Female raiin;;

Null hypotheses H058 through 110(0 were rejected beyond the .05 level of

significance. H057 failed to he rejected. There appeared to be significant

motivational profile differences between successful and unsuccessful music

educators for the female gain, male rating, and female rating criteria.

There will be no significant personality profiles differences
between male and female groups of music educators as
stratified by success.

1(061
Successful gain

H°62 Unsuccessful gain

HO
63

Successful rating

110,, Unsuccessful rating
r ):+

Null hypotheses 11061 through 11064 were rejected beyond the .05 level of signifi-

cance. There were significant profile differences between successful and

unsuccessful groups of male and female music educators.

There will be no significant motivational profile differences
between :laic and female groups of music educators as
stratified by success.

HO Succes:;ful gain

HO . Uasucce::sful s!,ain

HO Succsnisful rating;

BO Unsuccessful ratio ;;

Null hypothe!,es H065 t1,ou01 11068 were rejected beyond the .05 level. There were

significant proille differew:cs between succusful and unsuccessful groups of

ma [e and female music elucators.
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The music educator who is successful in both gain and rating is intelli-

gent, interested in social approval and reputation, is assertative and driven

towards status, and is interested in the opposite sex, enjoys sensual indul-

gences of.all kinds, and is somewhat hostile and defensive. The successful

male music educator, in addition to the above, is stubborn, imaginative,

apprehensive, socially precise, interested in and receives satisfaction from

his home as well as his career, is interested in accomplishing things, social

approval, and status. appears to be extraverted.

The successful mole in C is more shrewd and astute, experimenting, and

interested in the opposite sex. The successfully rated male music educator tends

to be more participating, enthusiastic, venturesome, concerned about status,

and more ambitious. Ile appears traiditional and somewhat conservative.

The successful female music educator in C, in addition to the previously

mentioned traits and motivations, is more stubborn and interested in accomplish-

ing thine.s. The successfully rated female, on the other hand, appears to be

more suspicious, conscientious, shrewd and astute, experimenting, and socially

precise. All music educators appear interested in sensual indulgences. Males

are moue intellient, and creative'than the females.

The above di;:en:;sion of the pro ale fiudinl;s of the study highlighted

some of the similarities and difierences among the iecessful and unsuccessful

groupr of male and ie,!!ale nusic e(iueat6rs on the G and it criteria. The profile

data assis-ted in t:le interpretation of the titance o: the relationships

of personalt:v d;:d 1..utivutioual v.iribles to mu,iic teachin:; success.

SulTro:, I .

Tint' f.)urth ,u1hprob1em asl:d the question: WL,11 are the implications of

1_1::C 01 1,); ANd .10.v 1 1 uuderraduate music

711
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t_-education s ntudents? The aswer o this question was not found by rigorously

testing hypotheses but rather by the process of induction: the specific

findings of the study were used to generate counseling and advising principles.

The major goal of the study was to investigate the relationships among

personality, motivational, and criterion variables in order to counsel and

advise prospective music teachers. The regression and profile analyses were

conterminous techniques. The study of relationships is apposite to counseling

and advising because before one can advise and counsel future music educators,

he must first identify the personality and motivational dimensions related to

music teaching success.

The findings of the study indicated that differences in personality

and motivation exist for successful and unsuccessful male and female music

educators as well as for music teacher type groups. The regression analyses

and the profile data confirm some of the usefulness of the personality and

motivative. al informaLion as far as advising and counseling music education

majors is conceiiu

CONCLUSIONS

The findiugs of the regression and profile discriminant analyses led the

inve:tigator to conclude that personality and motivational factors are related

to mtvzic teachin,; success in fairly powerful ways. The validity of these rela-

tionships is affected 1)}, (1) the criteria chosen by the researcher to define

music teachia:,, sucess, (2) the re liability and validity of the data gathering

insrrumentF (3) the heturoeneity of the sample selected for investigation, and

) the identifIcation and control of the intervk:nim; variables between experi-

mental awl criterion variiii)le sets.

It appear,; that ro!.earchers in :Jelectinp, cr teria for evaluating music

teaching success will Live.' to adopt a philosophical ba!,is a! r, to the kinds of

data to be :;athered. No crite:ion of music Le;iching suc.cess appears
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valid enough to warrant merit pay, advancement, or tenure judgments. Philosoph-

ical decisions must be made by those having vested interests in the successes of

music teachers in relation to pupil expectancy areas about the types of measures

used to gather and weight accountability criteria. Process, product, and

opinion categories are impQ.-tant. Investigating relationships among personality,

motivational, and criterion variables and varying linear combinations or profiles

will emerge depending upon the evaluative evidence. Future researchers will need

to assume that the criterion domain is multivariate in nature and design

studies accordingly.

To the investigator's knowledge, no study to date has found a significant

relationship between objective measures of teaching success in terms of gain

scores and subjective measures of success such as ratings. The findings of

the present study confirm those of Hellfritzscli (1945) , Linx (1946)-, Barr

(1935, 1953), Morsh (1956), and Heil and others (1960). Furthermore, the

variability in the reliability of ratings as found by Lutz (1963) between pupil

and administrator ratings was affirmed in that the factor analysis of the ratings

in the present study sw.gested that the raters were rating\the music educators

from different frames 01 ceference. The findings as reported by Silberman (1971)

that pupil ratings of student teacher:3 were not significantly related to college

supervisor ratin.gs wa:: somewhat affirmed due to Chu possibilities of rating

suhdomains. Ratins must be questioned as evaluation and accountability criteria.

Per mality trait Instruments, while not as reliable and valid as

achievement Ic!-;tS, OVc in gathering data for differentiating among music

ducator: Motivation:: are expected to change as individuals mature and grow

in their feelings, !:entiments, and drives. The Motivation Analysis Test is a

useful instrument not only for investigating relationships between motivational

variables and music teaching raiccess but for advisihg and counseling prospective

music teaeilers. Since feelings and dcives are more modifiable than basic person-

//-----

lity traits, motivational experience,; should 1.._ included in the music teacher
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training curriculum. Furthermore, personality and motivational dimensions appear

to be interrelated to some extent necessitating that the adviser consider the

total picture or profile and use multivariate techniques for providing this

information.

The heterogeneity of the music educator sample affected the relationships

among the personality and motivational variables and music teaching success

criteria. Music educators are heterogeneous as far as personality and motivation

are concerned even though previous investigations by Bodenstab (1968), Funk

(1973), and with mush: student teachers, Wink (1967), found or assumed homo-

geneity. Even though music educators are psychologically homogeneous in contrast

to other classroom teachers and administrators, sex and music teaching speciality

appear to be of sufficient importance that partitioning of music educator and

muAx student teacher samples into teacher type or major and sex groups appears

warranted.

Any research investigation that investigates the relationships among

experimental and criterion variables should include means for further substan-

tiating these relationships and findings. One of the best techniques for sub-

stantiation is cross validation: applying the findings to another analogous

sample of subjvcts. It is accepted today in the psychometric literature that

multiple regression equations and discriminant analyses should be cross validated.

Correlat ions between the experimental and criterion variables which

appearei originally to he important did not necessarily remain significant in the

rcy.ression and discriminant analyse.i. This indicates that previous procedu?es

for !:electin;; variables for inclusion in equations are questionable. Simple

correlations among experimental and criterion variables ur 1-test and chi square

techniques between saccess groups on each experimental variable which produced

significant iihcings in other studies arc of little value ior investigating rela-

tionships or differences a;long groups Cor adi:;ing and counseling purposes.
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Individual variable procedures do not account forsignificant interactions and

I

interrelationships which :ffect the nature of the findings.

The tact that between 12 and 17 percent of a music teacher's success

in terms of G and G-1: as measured by the instruments used in the study can be

accounted for by motivational variables was a major finding. Furthermore, the

findings sugiwst that with more subjects in the teacher type subgroups, person-

ality trait variables will be more significantly related to music teaching

success. The fact that the significance of the relationships was improved by

stratifying; the sample into male and female, instrumental and choral groups,

as well as stratifying for the profile analyses, indicated that personality and

motivational variables should he used in advising and counseling potential and

inservice music teachers as long as these subjects are, also, partitioned

similarly.

Interpersonal relationships seemed to be important to differentiating

among musi,: educator success groups. The rating criterion showed that the

successful educator is more traditional, serious and accommodating, less

experiment in and assertive, and more attached to the home. This person would

not "rock the 110.1t." and irritate those in charge. The gain criterion, on the

other hand, seowed that Inc successful music educator is more participating,

experimentin, enthusastic, dominant and stubborn, satisfied in music teaching

as a career, interesttd in the opposite sex, is defensive, and interested in

achieviru; will: strong leelings toward tie home, anu is interested in

his ecaeral 1 .ouLatiou. he is anxioes creative, imaginative, and extraverted.

The f--alcesslul music educator i s not a fraid of doing his own thing and has high

interests in sensual indulgences :. The successful male is more socially aware and

outgoing while the female is more self sufficient and resourceful.

and Ayisin); under):raduaLe music education

students Wt:Ik interred tro:-.; the findi S of the study.
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1. The sexes must be investigated separately. A multiple regression

or discriminant approach to advising hnd counseling should investigate the

relationships separately for the sexes. Intervening relationships should be

treated by incorporati M oderators in the equations. Preferably, music

teacher type and sex subgroups would be studied: female choral, female i-lstru-

mental, male choral, and male instrumental. The regression or discriminant

models would be used to investigate relationships among experimental and

criterion variables and differences among groups, not fur the purpose of selec-

tion and reiectiou, nut for assisting the student to select the best possible

experiences within tile music teacher training program.

2. A student who is lacking in certain areas found to be important to

music teaching succw.s would be provided the opportunity to gain confidence and

security by a sequential program of experiences which would assist his develop-

ment of competencies. A student who is introverted may not be changed to an

extravert over night, ha he will be prcvided the opportunity to gradually

develop confidence in his relationships with other persons: adults, peers, and

pupils. A student who is interested primarily in working alone will be provided

opportunities to expi:rlence i;roup activities and group

3. The studeht will learn how to relate to person:; who do nut care for

the thinv,s he cherishes or it the way he acts. lie will understand that his

interests in :,e1.1 111t1H1,';c1!C(3 01-0 nIrmal but that O'hcfti r.lav not t.onsider the:n

to he !;o, and he will need to 'learn how to deal with the..e per!;ons. Stubborhk.!,,,

while import.cit to ::;u c.teAchi:L; :;uCcyS4, 1:;ay not provide thc 'uthre r:usic

edheat o Wi I S 1.1:o needed to he !;urce!.sthl t!;e !ir!;t 1CW !':OH11.:(1 r):1 hi

'oh epeciallv --ediote !,hperior.

t caHipu t urrh 11!;;; t!o: stud(

deve U -;()11.1 I 1 V. I 1011', L o Od 1 h o.t aspe t 1(.11 are

COHdt1.21Ve to his potentlai lutee!..s. ha sic personality traits are, more
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stable and unchanging, motivations change. The curriculum as implemented by

the teaching staff should be insouciant to the personal and motivational needs

of the music student.

5. Advising and counseling would be personal. One to one communication

between student and professor will provide the best climate for student success

as the teacher training program becomes a means to developing music teaching

success potentialities and not an end in itself.

Music student teachers' scores did not'serve for cross validation pur-

1

poses as originally desired. Some evidence supports the conclusion that criteria

for music teaching success and music student teaching success are different.

The same rating form was used, and the 5 rating categories were approximately

similar. Yet, the findings related to the student teaching sample are in doubt

due to criterion validity questions. It may be necessary that music student

teaching criteria include some type of teaching task objective evaluative

instruments along the lines presently under investigation by Popham and others.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Replication research is not only admirable, it is obligatory for studies

investigating relationships among experimental and criterion variables. Further-

more, multiple regression equations and discriminant functions need to be con-

tinuously validated on new subjects in local situations. Even though two of the

major findings of the study were significantly cross validated in no way implies

that these data are appropriate to other groups of music educators. The following

specific recommendations are offered:

1. The personality trait variables measured by the 16PF Test and the

motivational variables measured by the MAT Test should be used in a multivariate

design with larger numbers of subjects in the teacher type sex groups in order

to facilitate cross validation procedures. Variables relating to the music

teaching situation, the socioeconomic nature of the school, the size of the
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school district, and the ages, years of, teaching experience, and post bachelor's

degree training of subjects should be. investigated in order to determine how

these variables relate to music teaching success criteria.

2. The research.design should include all the experimental variables

rather than treating the personality and motivational variables as two separate

psychometric domains. There is some evidence to suggest that motivational

variables may interact with the personality trait variables in such a way as to

affect better interpretations of the data.

3. Intervening variables sets between the experimental and criterion

variables should be investigated. There is evidence to suggest that these inter-

actions affect the relationships. Sex and teacher type were found important

in the present study: but this does not exclude the possibility of other

factors such as age, music teaching situation, grade level, and so forth.

The criterion domain of music teaching success is elusive. While

ratings have been the most common criteria used in previous research investiga-

tions, other factors appear important such as pupil attitudinal variables, pupil

process and product variables, and music teacher attitudinal variables. Not

everything in music teaching is measurable. If research investigations concen-

trate on success criteria that are explicit such as pupil gain measures, much

information may be lost; and, furthermore, the teacher may be teaching only

measurable behaviors while neglecting the important affective behaviors.

4. Investigations in the criterion domain of music teaching success are

urgently needed. One possible approach would be to include as many variables as

possible and investigate the data using canonical correlation techniques. With

this approach, one might be able to draw some inferences about relationships and

incerrelationships.

5. The criteria for evaluating music' student teacher success should be

investigated in relation to music teacLing success criteria. What is a success-

ful music student teacher, an,1 how dc:.f.: this affect his actual music teaching
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success? Some longitudinal investigations in the criterion domain appear

needed.

Perhaps Maslow best defined the type of person required for success

in his chosen vocation. Research in music education might well direct itself to

investigating the satisfied and competent music educator.

In examining self-actualizing people directly, I find that in all
cases, at least in our culture, they are dedicated people, devoted
to some task "outside themselves," some vocation, or duty, or
beloved job . . . One gets the *feeling of a beloved job, and,
furthermore, of something for which the person is a "natural,"
something that he is suited for, something that is right for him,
even something that he was born for . . . In the best instances,
the person and his job fit together and belong together perfectly
like a key and lock, or perhaps resonate together like a sung
note which sets into sythpathetic resonance a particular string
in the piano keyboard (Maslow 1971:301-302).

Finally, the end result of all research investigation must benefit

:hildren. Not only are their cognitive and psychomotor learnings important

but the processes leading to affective and aesthetic sensitivities help to

develop the self actualizing human being -- the end goal for which all strive

throughout their lives. The development of outstanding music educators, sen-

sitive to children and their needs, must include personality and motivational

research.
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CALIFORNIA
Buena Park
Fountain Valley
Garden Grove
Oakland

COLORADO
Pueblo

FLORIDA
Tampa
Gainesville
Miami

GEORGIA
Decatur
Jonesboro

ILLINOIS
Aurora Mahomet
Beecher Manhattan
Broadlands Mendota
Bunker Hill Momence
Champaign Mt. Pulaski
Carpentersville Mt. Zion
Chebanse Mundelein
Chicago Oak Lawn
Cicero Oglesby
Clinton Peru
Cornell Pittsfield
Country Club Hills Plainfield
Danville Plymouth
Decatur Princeton
DeLand Princeville
Effingham Quincy
Freeport Roadhouse
Hillside Rockford
Homewood St. Joseph
Joliet Saunemin
LaGrange Springfield
Lake Zurich Stockton
LeRoy Urbana
Lockport Villa Park
Lombard Westville
McHenry
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INDIANA
Munster
South Bend

IOWA
Des Moines

KENTUCKY MISSOURI
Paducah Rolla

NEW YORK NORTH CAROLINA
Odessa Durham

NORTH DAKOTA OHIO
Fargo Cincinnati

PUERTO RICO TEXAS
Dorado Abilene

VIRGINIA WASHINGTON
Norfolk Tacoma

WISCONSIN
Brookfield
Glendale
Madison
Menomonee Falls
Mequon
Milwaukee
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Staff

Richard J. Colwell

Roger E. Edwards

Reynold J. Krueger

COUNCIL FOR RESEARCH IN MUSIC EDUCATION
: EAST A10,1c/la uNivEwsiTy OF ILLINOIS CHAMPAIGN, ILLINOIS 61820

nA.FPH"NL :17-333-1.27

28 May 1971

Mr. Patrick Donaghy
Special Projects
Folletts
1010 West Washington Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60607

Dear Mr. Donaghy:

This letter is in regard to our telephone conversation about the special
use of the Music Achievement Tests. Dr. Colwell is my doctoral adviser and has
given permission for this project.

Generally, the procedure is to investigate the use of pupil gain scores
as a criterion of music Leacher accountability. This is within a total purpose
of deriving personality profiles for successful music educators. Pupil gain
will be one criterion and four types of teacher ratings will also be investigated.

Each of the 300 music educators participating in this study will select
5 music behavioral objectives which they will emphasize in one music class or
organization during the fall semester, 1971-72 school year. From these 5
objectives, I will select 3 for objective evaluation with MAT subsections. The
sections from the MAT tests which pertain to the selected 3 objectives will be
used in a pretest-posttest design to assess the degree to which achievement was
successful.

Special test tapes will be made from the MAT records, and machine scored
answer sheets will be printed. Correction will be accomplished by the UI Office
of Instructional Services, the same office which was used in the piloting
stages of the MAT tests.

The use of pupil gain scores as teacher accountability factors is
difficult. The technique for this study will be residual gain which accounts
for test error and regression effects.

I believe that this will be an exciting investigation. Since over 300
music educators will be participating in this study, many of these persons will
be introduced to the MAT tests for the first time. The reason for not using a
whole test except in isolated cases where I will be doing a music program evalua-
tion 1s to make the objective evaluation most appropriate and valid for each
individual music educator's situation. I will achieve 1.00 validity because the
music teachers must agree to the importance of the objectives which will be
evaluated by use of the NAT tet subsections.

:044 nitil 1 sat,p,,,hq r , I, :11,- (hit .6 UI l'1611te Intructu,n, Orr ,1 Eilticatton and the entrersity of Mimi%
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I appreciate your help and request permission for this special use of
the MAT tests. Thank you.

Sincerely,

LS] Reynold J. Krueger

Reynold J. Krueger
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Sample of a personal letter sent to music supervisors to enlist their cooperation
in the study.

9 August 1971

I am presently drawing the sample for my thesis research study which is
investigating personality as a means for predicting music teaching success.
This study requires the support of over 250 music educators representing multi-
farious backgrounds and situations.

I am writing you about the possibility of including your music educators
in this study. As a recipient of the Bulletin Land a graduate of Illinois], I
know that you are receptive to research. I hope that this project will provide
practical and useful information for both public schools and teacher training
institutions.

The enclosed materials describe the project in detail. Copies of the
tests are included. Generally, I am investigating teacher accountability
criteria in terms of pupil growth and teacher ratings. Folletts has granted
spe'al permission for using the Colwell Music Achievement Tests so that the
pupil gain criterion will be valid for each individual music educator's music
teaching situation. The Illinois Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire (ITEQ) will
be the rating instrument.

The participating music educators will complete _hree non - pathological
personality inventories. This is the greatest amount of time they will contri-
bute to this study. Each test requires between 30 and 50 minutes, and individual
or group testing situations will be arranged.

A request for funding of this project is pending with Region 5 of the
U. S. Office of Education. If approved, funds will be available for offering
a small gratuity to music educators participating in this study. Hopefully,
this monetary incentive will offset volunteer sample bias. Also, funds will be
available for data gathering travel. No costs will be incurred by participants
or local schools.

I will call you soon in order to discuss this research project. I

appreciate your help and look forward to meeting you.

Sincerely,

LS] Reynold J. Krueger

Reynold J. Krueger

Enclosure

, -, Hip, !St In.. iris, twit, LS. t.f I.:ducts:ton and the I"niversity of Illinois
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Deli. Music Educator:

Thank you for indicating a Willingne.-s to participate in my thesis
research study. This investigation requires the active support and enthusiasm
of over 300 music educators in a wide variety of music teaching situations in
the Midwest, East, and South. I believe that this study is concentrating on
some important issues with implications for both public schools and teacher
training institutions.

I need your help with this study and would appreciate receiving the
packet of materials at your earliest convenience. This will all time for
printing the answer sheets and duplicating test tapes for your pupils as well
as attending to numerous administrative requirements.

If you have any questions about this study, please do not hesitate to
call me collect. My home phone number is 217-359-2058.

All confidentiality will be maintained.

Sincerely,

LS] Reynold J. Krueger

Reynold J. Krueger

:tielieltdi ,.1% %hypo:. I .1% I I, t in. 41.. I. 1,b (1;1, r nJ 1',411:( /11'. , find 1,,uver.tity of JIlinols
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(Sample of the thank-you letter which was individually typed and sent to
each music educator's home address upon receipt of completed personality
tests--wording varied slightly with. each letter)

Dear

Thank you for completing the three personality tests and for parti-
cipating in my thesis research study. I appreciate your help with this
exciting investigation.

Soon you will receive the music achievement pretests for administering
to one class of students. These will be sent (directly to you at your school
address) or (to your music supervisor for distribution to you).

Thank you again for your help with this project, and I wish you success
in this new school year.

RJK:id

Sincerely,

LS] Reynold J. Krueger

Reynold J. Krueger

,. I obit r ,,a tt,.n, 1 . 11Ia r if / duation and the 1 na-erstty of lllincn
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23 August 1971,

Dear Music Educator;

With the 1971-72 school year ready to begin, time is now a crucial fac-
tor for my thesis research study which will be conducted during tile first semes-
ter. Music educators from multifarious situations and backgrounds in the United
States are participatilv, in this investigation.

This research study attempts an indepth investigation of the predictive
relationships of personality behavioral dimensions to music teaching and student
teaching success. I realize that this is an ambitious undertaking, requiring a
greater time commitment from participating music educators than previous thesis
studies. Nevertheless, one personality tnvestory would not provide reliable
and valid information of practical use public schools and teacher training
institutions. The approximate 21.,i hours required to complete the three tests

are important and necessary.

Defining music teaching success is a mcst difficult procedure. Previous
studies have used a single rating or a raw score pupil gain factor to classify
music educators into success groups. However. there is considerable evidence
available which cautions against using a single criterion for defining music
teaching success. k:e do not know whether ratings and gain scores are valid music

teacher accountability criteria.

Therefore, I. decided to include a pupil gain factor and five kinds of
ratings in order to determine music teaching success. This study requires that
the pupil gain factor be measured by a music achievement test valid for your
classroom, thus the reason for your selection of 5 objectives. Special machine
scored answer sheets must be printed and test tapes duplicated. We need to
pretest one of your classes in September, 1971, and posttest: the same clas after

l( weeks of instruction. With 250 participating music educators, over 12,(00
pupils will be pre and posttested with specially prepared music achievement
tests. The preparation of these tests requires at least two WOQKS.

Please return 'clic pac%et of test materials to me at your earliest conven-
ience. These packet!; are expensive and needed for obtaining data from additional

music edu,:ators.

Naturally, I hope that you will participate in this study. It definitely

reruires a considerablv ,u of your time, but this is time well spent

:M141.1111 el% iej 1...V its s, .* . s- r., . .- .1.;1q 1); t or l':.1 17 : :. :: .:, t . 1 :. r F.1.--ation and the t u ersit) of Warm,
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I appreciate your help with this project and look forward to receiving
the packet soon.

Sincerely,

LS] Reynold J. Krueger

Reynold J. Krueger
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Director
Reynold J. Krueger

Letter sent personally addresied to each building principal of each partici-
pating music educator and music student teacher who was student teaching in
his school.

The enclosed prospectus explains in detail my Ed. D. thesis research
investigation which is sponsored by the University of Illinois and funded by the
U. S. Office of Education through the Regional Research Program. This study
includes over 250 music educators representing multifarious teaching situations
in the United States as well as 100 student music teachers attending six Illinois
teacher training institutions.

Listed below are the music educators in your school or district who
have volunteered to participate in this study. I respectfully request your
permission to include these music educators in this very exciting project.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me collect. Con-
fidentiality will be maintained and anonymity assured.

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

LS] Reynold J. Krueger

Reynold J. Krueger

RJK:id
Enclosure

Participating Music Educator(s):

t,,titc11 ,tiport1 1, oiled Stott. Office of Education and the CI ntverstty of Illinois
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Personal letter sent to each potential music student teacher and his cooperating
teacher.

The enclosed prospectus explains in detail my thesis research study which
is investigating the predictive relationship of personality to music teaching
and student teaching success. Over 270 music educators in the United States
and 100 student music teachers attending six Illinois teacher training institu-
tions are participating in this study which is sponsored by the University of
Illinois and funded by the U. S. Office of Education through the Regional Research \
Program of Region V.

1 need your assistance in obtaining two student teacher rating evalua-
tions. These will not affect the student teacher's grade in any way. Rather,
these evaluations will be used to investigate the criterion domain of music
student teaching success.

Please have one class of your students complete the "Illinois Teacher
Evaluation Questionnaire." This will take no longer than ten minutes. This
class should be the most mature class with whom the student teacher worked during
the student teaching period. This rating evaluation provides the "pupil rating"
criterion.

Secondly, please rate the student teacher on the ITEQ
Itcooperating teacher." You have spent the most time with the
and your evaluation is quite important. This study will also
"college supervisor," "peer," and "self" ratings.

form stamped
student teacher,
investigate

If you have any questions about this study, please do not hesitate to
call me collect or the college supervisor. I appreciate your help with this
project.

Sincerely,

LS] Reynold J. Krueger

Reynold J. Krueger

RJK: id

Enclosure

Participating student teacher:

CC: Supervising teacher:

miirriitteel) to rti thy /lima r if Public Instruetton, U.S. Oflii e of Education and the University of Illinois
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Charlet; Leonhard
Maurice Iiii%noka

Dear Music Educator:

TELEPHONE (217) 333.1027

December 16, 1971

402

Director
Reynold J. Krueger

With this letter, I wish you all the joys of Christmas and a prosperous
and successful New Year. Many exciting things have occurred since this research
project began, and I want to take this opportunity to bring you up'to date.

First, I am most grateful and appreciative of your willingness to parti-

cipate in this study. In planning this project, I had hopes of obtaining the
cooperation of 150 music educators even though some of my colleagues questioned

whether that many would really participate. I cannot express enough my sincere
thanks to you that nearly 300 of you are giving freely of your time and energy

to make this research investigation a success. Music educators are partici-

pating from the following states: California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia,
Illinois, Inidana, Iowa, Kentucky, Missouri, New Jersey, New York, North

Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Texas, Virginia, and Wisconsin as well as Puerto

Rico.

Second, I was fortunate to have my request for funding of this study

approved by Region V of the U. S. Office of Education. While this funding was

delayed due to the Wage and Price Freeze, I am pleased that persons in the

Government agree with me that this is a most important and needed investigation.

Thank you again for helping with this study. Best wishes for a very

Happy Holiday!

Sincerely yours,

LS] Reynold J. Krueger

Reynold J. Krueger
Project rirector

RJK:id

rofprrottvc11 supported h% Rrgton -- United State. Office of Education and the University of Illinois
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Director
Reynold J. Krueger

Dear Music Educator:

Enclosed are the Illinois Teacher Evaluation Questionnaires (ITEQ) for
pupil, peer, and self rating evaluations. These should be completed as soon as
possible so that the pupil rating results may be returned to you before the end
of the school year. A minimum of three weeks is needed for scoring and tabula-
tion.

The enclosed large mailing packet includes ITEQ forms, administration
directions, and a class description form for one of your music classes. This
class should be the most musically mature and advanced class you teach. This
does not need to be the same class used for music achievement testing.

While there should be little difficulty in having secondary school pupils
(grades 7-12) complete these evaluations, some elementary pupils may need assis-
tance. If possible, I recommend strongly that another teacher, administrator,
counselor, or reliable student administer ITEQ to your pupils. The directions
should be read slowly and carefully. If necessary, the test administrator may
read each item to the pupils if you anticipate their having difficulty in under-
standing or reading the items. No more than 15 minutes should be required for
completing these pupil evaluations.

The five stamped and addressed peer rating envelopes printed in blue
include an amended ITEQ rating blank and an explanatory letter. This form was
originally intended for use by pupils so inappropriate items have been crossed
out and the wording of some items has been changed.

Please hand these envelopes to five of your fellow teachers who know you
well. These peer teachers may teach any subject matter specialty or grade level
in your school or attendance area. They should complete their evaluation as
soon as possible and mail them directly to me.

The stamped and addressed self rating envelope printed in red includes an
amended ITEQ rating blank for you to complete. In order that I may follow up
late and lost returns, please list the names and addresses of the peer teachers
you requested to cooperate with us in this study on the Peer Teacher List.
Include this sheet. in the envelope with your self rating.

The following should be returned in the large mailing packet:
1. ITEQ pupil rating blanks 2. Music Class Description Form

If you have any questions about this study or need additional forms,
please do not hesitate to call me collect. I certainly appreciate your help
with this project. Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

LSJ Reynold J. Krueger

Reynold J. Krueger
RJK:id
Enclosures:ooperotil el% .upporteil h% Regt(in ('nt. State Office of Education crud the University of Illinois
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Director
Reynold J. Krueger

(Five copies of this letter were given to each participating music educator
for distribution to five peer teachers)

Dear Educator:

A request has been made by one of your school's music educators for you
to complete a peer rating which is needed for his or her participation in this
research project. The purpose of this study is to investigate the predictive
relationship of personality and music teaching success. Over 300 music educators
in 16 states and 60 school districts as well as 75 music student teachers
attending six Illinois teacher training institutions are participating in this

study. This project is sponsored by the University of Illinois and funded by
the U. S. Office of Education through the Regional Research Program.

It is extremely difficult to define music teaching success. Therefore
the success criteria are under investigation, too, This study is looking at
music teacher accountability in terms of pupil growth and four categories of
ratings: pupil, administrator, peer, and self.

Enclosed is an amended Illinois Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire (ITEM.
This form was originally designed for use by pupils so inappropriate items have
been crossed out and the wording of some items has been changed.

Please fill out the ITEQ rating at your earliest convenience and return
it to me in the stamped, self-addressed envelope. Confidentiality will be

maintained; anonymity is assured. No ITEQ peer rating results will be returned

to the participating music educators.

I sincerely appreciate your help with this project. Thank you very

much.

Sincerely,

LS] Reynold J. Krueger

Reynold J. Krueger

RJK:id

Enclosures

cupportedIs ratted State: Office of Education and the University of Illinois
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May 25, 1972

Dear Music Educator:

IFLENIONE (J17) 333-1027

405

nitertor
Reynold J. Krueger

This research investigation is progressing smoothly although somewhat

behind schedule. The rating evaluations have been coming in so well that the

office looks like Christmas in May.

To date, 312 music educators and 92 music student teachers are partici-

pating. Needless to say, I am delighted and appreciative because a considerable
amount of time and effort was required of you.

Do not despair, I will send you your pupil music achievement test scores,

pupil rating evaluations, personality test scores, and a .synopsis of the findings,

conclusions, and recommendations. Due to budgetary considerations, I have had

to readjust the schedule of activities. While this investigation has been

funded under a grant from the Regional Research Program which limits funding

to a maximum of $10,000.00 this project is considerably more expensive and time

consuming. I sincerely hope that you will not be too disappointed about
receiving fe7dback later than originally planned.

The personality tests are being scored so that a meaningful interpre-

tation can be provided to you. Music achievement tests are being scored by hand

which has delayed this aspect of the study. When all the rating evaluations

are received, these will be machine scored in one computer operation.

Your help in making this project successful is most appreciated. Best

wishes for a relaxing and enjoyable summer.

Sincerely,

i.S] Reynold J. Krueger

Reynold J. Krueger

RJK:rsj

.upported b ,gion t Vatted Stat., Office of Education and the nitierstty of Illinois
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OKLAHOMA CITY UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF MUSIC OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA 73106
TELEPHONE (405) 525.5411 Ext. 2467

Research Committee

Lawrence Aleamoni
Richard Colwell

-Charles Leonhard
Maurice Tatsuoka

Dear Music Educator:

December 9, 1972 Director

Reynold J. Krueger

With this letter, I wish you all the joys of Christmas and every
happiness in the New Year. This research project is progressing smoothly albeit
much behind schedule, and soon you will receive your pupil rating and music
achievement test scores.

The enclosed computer output interpretations are from the personality
and attitude questionnaires which you took earlier. Consequently, when you
look at the printouts, there are a few points you should keep in mind.

There are no such things as good or bad scores on these types of tests.
Personality traits that enter into the successful performance of one type of
behavior may not help at all in another. For this reason, higher scores do not
mean good scores and lower scores do not mean bad scores!! The accuracy of
these scores is dependent upon to a large extent how accurately you answered
the questions. In a sense, you might say that these scores are reflections of
what you are like based on what you said you are like.

All tests are imperfect. The fact that a computer has analyzed the
scores does not give tests any greater reliabilities than with which they were
designed. If the reports do not match your own evaluations and before you
entertain the notion that the tests are right and your own judgment is wrong,
please consider the much more likely alternative that the results are simply
inaccurate by virtue of their less than perfect reliabilities.

The various statements in the computer printouts are made by comparing
your profile of scores with those obtained by psychologists in various research
studies. Statistical prediction is not perfect even when the predictions are
based on empirically determined relationships.

A considerable amount of good has come for this project to date. T met
my fiance, a participating music educator, through this study! An article has
appeared in the Fall issue of the Bulletin of the Council for Research in Music
Education, and a report on the preliminary findings will be presented at the
North Central MENC meeting in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. With luck, the final report
will be available in June, 1973.

Please feel free to write or call me if you have any questions regarding
the test interpretations. My home telephone number is (405) 787-9470. Also,
please notify me of any changes in your address.

ernlipely .supported by The Regional Research Program U. S. ()Uwe of duratin. Univrriity of Illinois. and Oklahoma City University
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Your participation in this project is sincerely appreciated. Thank you
very much and have a real nice Holiday!

Cordially,

LS] Reynold J. Krueger

Reynold J. Krueger
Assistant Professor of. Music
Director of Music Education

RJK:r
Enclosures
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OKLAHOMA CITY UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF MUSIC OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA 73106
TELEPHONE (405) 525.5411- Ext. 2467

Research Committee
Lawrence Alearnoni
Richard Colwell
Charles Leonhard
Maurice Tatsuoka

Music Education Personality Project
Oklahoma City University
School of Music
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73106

December 11, 1972

Dear Music Student Teacher:

Director
Reynold J. Krueger

Enclosed are all of the test interpretations for which I have information for
you. If you have not received your ITEQ pupil rating evaluations, it is be-
cause I do not have them. Your cooperating teacher did not follow through in
obtaining these evaluations from the pupils with whom you worked the best.

Due to the nature of this study, there has been a considerable amount of missing
data as far as the music student teacher sample is concerned. The immense
amount of mailing required in order to obtain the evaluations necessitated the
active cooperation of many persons.

It is important to this project that I have your correct address because in
Spring I would like to send you a summary of the findings and results. Please
send me a postcard and include your correct address as well as any changes in
your name.

By now you are in your new career, and I wish you every success and happiness.
Thank you for assisting this project.

Sincerely,

Reynold J. Krueger LS]

Reynold J. Krueger
Assistant Professor of Music
Coordinator of Music Education

RJK:r
Enclosures

)(naively supported by The Regional Research ProgramU.S. Office of I:duration. linirer,tty of Illinois. and Oklahoma City Univer,ity
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Research Committee
Lawrence Aleamoni
'Richard Colwell

Charles Leonhard
Maurice Tatsuoka

Dear Music Educator:

May 14, 1973

409

Director
Reynold J. Krueger

As has been par for the course during this research project, I am much
behind schedule in providing you with promised feedback. Please accept my apolo-
gies for these delays in communication.

While all the data have been gathered, scored, and analyzed, much addi-
tional contemplation is required for interpretation and publication. However,
I can share with you some of the preliminary findings to date. Rest assured
that upon completion of this project, youwill receive a synopsis of the findings
and recommendations as well as your pupils' pre and posttest music achievement
scores.

In defining music teaching success for predictive, advisory, and coun-
seling purposes, one must consider that success is at least two dimensional in
measurement. This study corroborates previous research findings that ratings are
subjective criteria which have little relationships to objective measures such
as pupil gain scores.

Music supervisor, building principal, and peer teacher ratings of music
educators are significantly interrelated while pupil and music educator self
ratings are not. In weighting these rating evaluations by using the first
principal component of a factor analysis accounting for 50 percent of the vari-
ance in order to arrive at one composite rating score for each music educator,
the music supervisor ratings were weighted the most (.83) followed by the
building principal (.81), peer teachers (.80), pupil (.59), and music educator
self ratings (.39). This indicates that the music supervisors, building
principals, and peer teachers were evaluating from similar frames of reference.

While personality temperaments and traits can be accurately measured and
defined, the:se behavioral,dimensions should be considered in two theoretical
domains: the temperament-trait domain measured by the Sixteen Personality Factor
Questionnaire and the dynamic dimension measured by the Motivation Analysis Test.
Music teaching success can be predicted from the dynamic variables with pupil
learning (gain score) as the criterion. No predictions could be made for music
teaching success using the composite rating as the criterion. A person's feel-
ings about himself and others and his drives to succeed and achieve are not only
measurable but arc significant in predicting music teaching sucess.

There are distinct personality differences between male and female groups
of music educators as there are between subgroups: male instrumental, male
choral, female instrumental, and female choral. With more participating music
educators in each subgroup, significant predictions probably could be established
and cross validated.

Enclosed are your pupil rating evaluations. While I am sure these will
be of value to you in your own personal teaching and may provide some very
interesting insights about your perceptions of you; as success criteria,
they are of litt.le value in this stud :'.

ivratiply supported by The Regionnl Research ProgramU.S. Otiire of Education. University of Illinois. and Oklahoma City University
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Music Educator Page 2

Your patience and assistance with this project is greatly appreciated,
and I wish you an enjoyable and relaxing summer.

Sincerely,

LS] Reynold J. Krueger

Reynold J. Krueger
Assistant Professor of Music
Coordinator of Music Education

RJK:r
Enclosures
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APPENDIX C

FORMS USED IN THE STUDY
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a.

MUSIC EDUCATOR INFORMATION SHEET

Name (Mrs. ) Social Security Number
Last, First I. ID Code Number

Home Address

School

numbei- srreet city state zipcode

Address

Home Telephone Number ( ) School Telephone Number

Principal (gr., Miss, Mrs.)

Music Supervisor

Number of Years of Teaching Experience through 1972

Highest Degree through 1971 Credits Beyond Degree

Please check teaching duties - You may check more than one:

General Music Choral Music

Band Orchestra

Humanities Elementary School

Middle or Junior High School High School

Please Estimate the Percentage of your Students Studying Music Privately: y.

Choice of Music Obiectives - Please fill in the corresponding letter from the
Music Objecive Selection Sheet:

First Choice

Second Choice

Third Choice

Fourth Choice

Fifth Choice
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MUSIC OBJECTIVE SELECTION SHEET

Please select 5 of the following 15 music behavioral objectives to be included in
the learning experiences for the class you selected for Criterion #1 pupil
gain scores on a music achievement test. Please number the objectives from 1 to
5 in order of estimated importance for your class and indicate your selections
at the bottom of the INFORMATION SHEET.

From these 5 objectives, 3 will be selected for the pupil evaluation. A speci-
ally prepared music achievement test will be compiled from the standardized
Music Achievement Test Series by Dr. Richard J. Colwell and published by Folletts.
Each objective statement below includes a description of the specific measure-
ment technique used to evaluate the objectives by the Colwell Tests. The Music
Achievement Test Series has been developed and evaluated with over 30,000 public
school students in the United States since 1967.

Music Objectives

A# To differentiate which tone of 2 musical tones is hither or whether
the tones are the same pitch. This test consists of 15 items. The
pupil answers each item by filling in a blank marked 1, 2, or S for
1st tone higher, 2nd tone higher, or the tones are the same. This
is a pitch discrimination objective considered basic to music
perception.

B.* To differentiate which of 3 musical tones heard is the lowest.
This is another pitch discrimination objective of musical percep-
tion. This test consists of 10 items, each having 3 pitches played
on the piano.

C. To differentiate scalewise intervals from those that leap. This is
another perception objective considered basic to acquiring skill
in music reading. The test includes 18 items. The pupil decides
whether the phrase moves generally in a scalewise manner or gener-
ally leaps from one to another ignoring the repeated tones.

D. To differentiate duple and triple meters - music that moves in twos
from music that moves in threes. The pupil listens to a musical
phrase of a song played on the piano and decides whether it has
2 or 3 beats per measure. There are 15 test items.

E. To distinRuish major and minor modes in music. The test includes 13
items within a musical situation. Each question contains a phrase
of a song, played on the piano, and harmonized appropriately. The
pupil decides whether the phrase is entirely in major, entirely in
minor, or partly in each mode.

F.* To determine the key center or key tone of a group of chords in one
tonality. This test i 'udes 10 items,cach consisting of a stan-
dard four chord cadence ending on the tonic chord with the key tone
in both soprano and bass. The ability to relate to the key tone is
iaportant for intonation and reading activities in performance and
for recognition of mode, modulation, and form in listening. After
hearing the chords, the student hears 3 single tones. He decides
which of the 3, or none, is the key tone.
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G.* To determine the key center or key tone of a short musical phrase.
This test includes 10 items, each consisting of a melodic phrase
with harmonic accompaniment. This is similar to #F but is more in
keeping within a musical situation.

H. areadnotesacct. This test includes 12 items.
The pupil listens to a 4 measure phrase as he looks at a similar 4
measure phrase notated on his answer sheet. He fills in a blank
below every measure in which the notation is different in pitch
from the melody he hears. He is not asked to indicate the specific
deviation, only the measure in which it occurs. The music is always
played correctly, deviations occur in the notation on the pupil's
answer sheet.

I To read notes accurately as to rhythm. This test includes 14 items.
The construction is identical to #H, except that errors of rhythm
rather than pitch occur. The pupil fills in a blank below every
measure in which the notati.n is rhythmically different from the
melody he hears. He makes 4 discriminations for each item.

3. To reco nize whether two chords are the same or different and where,
different, to find which note is altered. The test consists of 20
items. The first 4 note chord is presented in block form, imme-
diately followed by an arpeggiated chord containing pitches identi-
cal to the first chord, or with a single pitch altered. The arpeg-
giated version is used for the second chord to ensure that the pupil
is able to identify correctly the voice in which a change may have
occurred. Many music programs emphasize the importance of chord
structure through singing, hearing, and writing activities. In
performing groups, the hope exists that use of such exercises will
transfer to musical situations in the form of better intonation,
balance, and more skillful treatment of phrases and cadences.

K. To recognize the melody and determine whether it appears in the top,
middle,_or bottom voice of a harmonized version. This task presents
a practical musical problem, for when students listen to music, they
are aware that the work is made up of different lines, different
parts, different voices; and that to make sense of the Composi-
tion, the important lines must be distinguished from those less
important. The test consists of 20 items. The melody is presented
first on the piano, then repeated in a three part setting played by
violin (top voice), viola ;middle voice), and cello (lowest voice).
In the three part setting, the melody always appears in the same
octave as that in which it is originally introduced.

L. To identify the instruments of the bane and orchestra by sound.
This test consists of 15 items which measure the student's ability
to select the correct instrument from four possible choices, with
a fifth being that none of the four listed is correct. This dupli-
cates a commonly used school approach wie re instruments are demonstra-
ted individually, live or on record. 10 items have the instrument
played alone while 5 items measure the student's ability to correctly
identify instrumental timbre in a solo context within an orchestral
setting.
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M. To identify music of different styles by selecting representative
composers. This test consists-of 20 items, each including a short
orchestral excerpt. The stedent selects from four choices the
composer whose style most closely resembles that of the musical
excerpt. The foils all represent stylistic periods differing from
the correct answer.

N. To differentiate monophonic, homophonic, and _polyphonic music. These
represent the basic three approaches to musical compe-itions. This
test includes 20 items, each consisting of a musical excerpt of
sufficient length to give evidence of its texture. These are per-
formed on the piano.

0. To differentiate half full and deceptive cadences. This test
includes 15 items, each consisting of a short musical phrase ending
with a cadence. The item is played on the piano and is of suffi-
cient length to establish tonality. A basic chord function is the
cadence which creates a pause of varying degree and helps to define
the phrase, as well as establishing tonality and modulation. The
cadences used are: half - I - V; Full - V - I; and deceptive - V -
VI.

Each of the test sections includes two or more musical examples for the pupil to
answer. Directions are included on the test, and teachers may explain the test
sections in more detail if desired.

No music achievement test can possibly evaluate all the musical learnings of
elementary and secondary school pupils. The music objectives evaluated by the
Music Achievement Test Series are those which have consistently been considered
important by leading music educators and are included in most methods books.

The purpose of having each music educator select 5 objectives is to ensure the
validity of the music achievement Lest for use in the music learning situation.
While there may be many other objectives achieved in a year's time of instruction
which are quite important and are not evaluated by the Music Achievement Test
Series, it is hoped that some will be able to be objectively evaluated.

Each teacher will administer the test to the selected class. The investigator
will have the answer sheets scored and will mail results to each teacher for
both test administrations. The use of pupil gain scores has received considerable
emphasis today in educational circles.. Yet, these are very elusive criteria of
teaching and evaluation. The statistical technique used in this study will not
compare groups of pupils. Instead, each teacher's class will be held constant.
All the factors of pupil differences and achievement levels are accounted for
in the residual gain technique which will be employed in this study. It is hoped
that this investigation will be able to answer some of the probing questions
concerning pupil gain scores, educational contracting, and the like.

* Tests A and B and F and G were later combined into two tests, AB and FG by the
investigator. There were too few items in tests B and G to be used as separate
test sections.
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STUDENT TEACHER INFORMATION SHEET

Name University
(last) (first) (i)

Student Teaching Center(s)

Cooperating Teacher(s)

School Address

Student Teacher's Home Address
(for sending project results and test scores)

University or College Music Supervisor

Adviser

Period for Student Teaching to

(beginning date) (ending date)

Return this sheet and tests to:

Music Education Personality Project
57 East Armory Street
Champaign, Illinois 61820
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MUSIC ACHIEVEMENT TEST (MAT) INFORMATION SHEET

(Please fill out this sheet and return it with the MAT answer sheets and test tape)

1. Music educator's name

3. Date test was given

2. MAT test sections

4. Type of music class tested

5. Number of times per week this class meets for music instruction.

6. Number of minutes this class meets for each session

7. Date when your sec nd semester begins

8. Please write comments or questions below:

MUSIC' ACHIEVEMENT TEST
Posttest Information Sheet

(Please fill out this sheet and return it with the NAT answer sheets and test tape)

1. Music educator's name

2. School name and address

3.

-,040.1/11001P0

MAT test sections 4. Date posttest was given

5. Comments:
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MUSIC CLASS DESCRIPTION FORM
(ITEQ)

' Please fill in the requested information and return with the ITEQ sheets. Results

will be mailed to you upon conclusion of this study.

1. Music educator's name

2. Date ITEQ was administered

3. Type of music class

4. Number of times per week this class
meets for music instruction

5. Number of minutes this class meets for each

session

6. Who administered ITEQ? (check one)

a. building principal

b. another teacher

c. counselor

d. student

e. music educator named above

f.

7. Please write comments or questions below:
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ILLINOIS TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Class Description Form

Student Teacher

Cooperating teacher:
Please fill in the requested information and return with ITEQ sheets.

1. Music student teacher's name

2. Cooperating teacher's name

3. College or University

4. Date ITEQ was administered

5. Type of music class

6. Number of times per week this class meets for music instruction

7. Number of minutes this class meets for music instruction

8. For how many weeks did this music student teacher work with you?

9. If you would like to receive a synopsis of the findings and conclusions
of this research study, please write your home address below:

(number) (street)

(city) (state) (zipcode)

10. Please write comments or questions below:
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ILLINOIS TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Administrator Rating For

School

Please fill in the requested information and return with the ITEQ form. All
confidentiality will be maintained: 'anonymity is assured. No ITEQ administrator
rating results will be returned to the participating music educator.

A synopsis of the findings and conclusions of this study will be mailed to all
administrators. Copies of the final report will be available to school systems
upon request.

1. Your name

2. Position: Building Principal or Music Supervisor

3. Number of years in present posiAon

4. number of years in school administration

5. Number of years of school teaching experience

6. Subjects taught

7. Number of years this music educator has been under your supervision

8. Please check the category which best describes your szhool:

a. Socially deprived
This school includes a majority of culturally or socially
deprived pupils and a substantial number of Title I
pupils whose parents are near poverty income levels.
Pupil reading levels would be below nationally estab-
lished grade norms. These schools are found typically
in the inner city areas of large urban communities.

b. Socially advantaged
This school includes a majority of pupils whose parents
are earning middle class or hif;her incomes. Relatively
few Title I pupils attend this school. A socially
advantaged school is found typically in tye suburbs,
average size cities, and frin3e areas of very large
urban communities.

9. Please write comments or questions below:



1.

PEER TEACHER LIST

First Name Initial Last Name

2.

Street Address City State Zip

First Name Initial Last Name

3.

Street Address City State Zip

First Name Initial Last Name

4.

Street Address City State Zip

First Name Initial Last Name

5.

Street Address City State Zip

First Name Initial Last Nape

Street Address City Slate Zip

RETURN IN THE SELF RATING ENVELOPE!
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